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The objective of this project was to simplify peritoneal cavity access so an
Airforce field medic can safely infuse oxygen microbubbles (OMBs) into the
intraperitoneal space for the emergency treatment of hypoxia due to lung damage. To
solve this problem, we created an intraperitoneal catheter placement device for use on the
battlefield. The three common methods and some of the most common devices for
peritoneal cavity access were reviewed. Injury frequencies for each of the three methods
were analyzed. The results showed that each of the access techniques gives a similar rate
of iatrogenic injury.
The battlefield conditions where the device will be used were also researched.
The intraperitoneal infusion of OMBs is most likely to occur at or following the tactical
field care stage. A field medic’s bag can be large and heavy. Thus, the catheter placement
device needed to be small and lightweight (< 1 kg). Also, since field medics do not
receive as much training as surgeons do, the device insertion technique needed to be
simple, have no requirement for advanced surgical training, and have a minimal chance
for error.
A major part of device development was a study to determine the optimal
pressure range for initial insufflation of the peritoneal cavity. The study was performed

on twelve fresh porcine carcasses to compare the minimum preperitoneal insufflation
pressure and the minimum initial peritoneal cavity insufflation pressure. Pressures greater
than 10 mmHg resulted in initial cavity insufflation and pressures greater than 20 mmHg
resulted in preperitoneal insufflation in porcine models.
Description of the first functioning prototype was set forth. A threaded trocar was
used to control peritoneal cavity entrance. The threaded trocar was rotated by a hand
crank that increased the ergonomics and speed of entry. A spring-loaded flexible pressure
cylinder at 20 mmHg was used to inform the user when the peritoneal cavity was
accessed. The applied pressure was low enough to not insufflate the abdominal wall
during insertion. As soon as the cavity was reached, the pressure was sufficient to
insufflate the cavity and the user was informed when to stop advancing the trocar. Thus,
the simple device successfully reaches the peritoneal cavity with little surgical knowledge
required.
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Chapter 1 – First entry into the Peritoneal Cavity

Peritoneal cavity access is essential in several medical procedures and surgeries.
For example, intraperitoneal cavity infusion of oxygen microbubbles (OMBs) is a means
of oxygenating the body when the lungs are not capable of doing so due to a variety of
health issues (e.g., acute respiratory distress syndrome, smoke inhalation, or gunshot
wound) [1]. To infuse the microbubbles, the peritoneal cavity must first be accessed, and
a catheter must safely be placed within the cavity. There are current devices that can do
this procedure under operating room conditions. However, for conditions outside the
controlled environment of the hospital operating room (e.g., the battlefield), no devices
have been developed or tested. Thus, the objective of this project was to develop a device
that safely and reliably places a peritoneal catheter in battlefield conditions. The catheter
could be used for the delivery and removal of oxygen microbubbles or for the injection of
expansile foam to control severe bleeding and/or minimize contamination from intestinal
injury in military or civilian settings.

1.1 Peritoneal cavity access
All laparoscopic procedures are first performed by making a small incision on the
abdominal wall and by placing a needle or trocar into the peritoneal cavity (Figure 1).
This first step can be the most complex part of the procedure and results in nearly 50% of
all laparoscopic complications [2]. With over 13 million laparoscopic procedures
performed globally and a primary access complication rate of around 1 in 1000, over
13,000 complications occur per year [3], [4]. Physicians must be ever mindful during
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initial entry as most life-threatening accidents to the great vessels or the intestines occur
during initial access [5]. Accessing the peritoneal cavity can be justified for a variety of
medical procedures including oxygen microbubble infusion, nephrectomy, hysterectomy,
cholecystectomy, colectomy, bariatric surgery, adrenalectomy, anti-reflux, abdominal
perineal resection, hernia repair, gastrectomy, and appendectomy [6].

Figure 1: Laparoscopic surgery diagram [7].

Accessing the peritoneal cavity can be difficult for a variety of reasons. The first
and foremost reason is the elasticity of abdominal wall tissue. As a cutting force is
applied to the tissue, it deflects until the force is great enough to incise the tissue. This
deflection is known as tenting. The insertion force is counterbalanced by the tension
within the tissue. The parietal peritoneum is the final layer of the abdominal wall and it is
generally the most elastic, requiring the greatest cutting force. As soon as this last layer is
breached, there is a brief instant where the insertion force is still applied but the tension
force from the tissue is no longer present. This offset of forces creates a plunge into the
peritoneal cavity which continues until the physician can properly react to the loss of
tension.
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Another side effect of tenting can be the “self-skewering” of organs [8]. When
tenting occurs, the organs within the peritoneal cavity are also displaced to make room
for the abdominal wall indent. As soon as the parietal peritoneum is breached, the
abdominal wall springs back to its natural resting position. As this happens, the
abdominal organs are drawn back with the abdominal wall towards the needle/trocar,
which can result in visceral injury. In other words, even if the tip of the needle/trocar
were not advancing further after reaching the cavity, the abdominal organs are drawn
back towards the needle resulting in iatrogenic injury. Combining both consequences of
tenting results in the physician momentarily pressing the needle/trocar into the abdominal
organs and the abdominal organs being pulled into the needle.
A final consequence of tenting is the minimization of the potential space of the
peritoneal cavity. As the tissue is compressed, the underlying organs are also compressed,
minimizing the space between the peritoneum and the viscera. As the potential space is
minimized, the target tip depth becomes more difficult to achieve.
Although it can be difficult to properly access the peritoneal cavity, several
devices and techniques have been developed to minimize iatrogenic injury. There are
three general access methods: closed laparoscopy, open laparoscopy, and direct trocar
placement. No access method has consistently proven to be safer or more effective than
another. The chosen method usually depends on surgeon preference or whether the
patient has had previous abdominal surgeries [9], [10].
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1.2 Closed laparoscopy – the Veress needle
Before the advent of the Veress needle in the late 1930s, initial access to the
peritoneal cavity had generally been done by either blindly placing a standard needle into
the cavity to create pneumoperitoneum or with a surgical cut-down to the peritoneum and
needle placement under direct vision [6]. Since the 1930s, the Veress needle’s popularity
among gynecologists grew and by the 2010s, it was considered the most popular tool for
initial access [6]. Since its invention, the basic functional principles of the Veress needle
have remained constant.
Veress needles are typically 12-17 cm long and are composed of a 2 mm outer
diameter hypodermic needle with a round, spring-loaded obturator in the center (Figure
2). Ideally, as the Veress needle is placed through the abdominal wall, the obturator
retracts to expose the hypodermic needle. Once the peritoneal cavity has been breached,
the obturator is extruded, and the needle tip is protected. However, Veress needle
placement is rarely considered perfect. Since it is a blind procedure, injuries still occur.
To mitigate injuries during placement, several attempts to improve the Veress needle
have been made. In 1994, a pressure sensor-equipped Veress needle was described [11].
The inventors of this enhanced Veress needle claimed the needle could detect the
intraperitoneal position of the tip at the moment it entered the peritoneal cavity [11]. This
was the start of what is known as the pressure profile test (discussed later). Today’s
Veress needles do not have built-in pressure sensors, rather, insufflators are used for
pressure monitoring.
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Figure 2: Diagram of the components of a standard Veress needle. Figure reproduced without alteration
from [12].

Around the same time, another iteration on the Veress needle was made to create
the optical Veress needle. For this needle, a 250 mm long fiber-optic cable was placed
through the center of the needle cannula [13]. Rinsing through the cannula was permitted
to clear the puncture tract by water dissection and to clean the cable tip [13]. By doing
this, all layers of the abdominal wall and the time of peritoneum puncture could be
visualized during insertion. However, the 2mm visual provided by the system was far
inferior to that of endoscope capabilities, so the optical Veress needle never became
widespread. As such, studies comparing the efficacy of the Veress needle to the optical
Veress needle lack sufficient power [14]. As fiber-optic cameras continue to improve,
enhanced versions of the optical Veress needle are being presented [15]–[17].
1.2.1 Radially expanding trocar system
A device that built upon the Veress needle is the radially expanding trocar system.
For initial access, a standard Veress needle is used to access the cavity and establish
pneumoperitoneum. The needle is then removed and a Veress needle coated with an
expandable polymer sheath is inserted (Figure 3A). The needle is then removed, leaving
the sheath in place. A blunt trocar and dilator are then inserted through the sheath to
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expand and dilate the existing hole (Figure 3B). Thus, by using the existing hole, the
tissue is stretched and separated rather than incised. After the hole has been expanded, the
dilator is removed and the trocar is left in place for the subsequent laparoscopic
procedure (Figure 3C) [18]. Studies have shown that by stretching instead of cutting the
tissue, patient pain, recovery time, and procedure time have all been reduced while
increasing patient safety [18]–[25].

Figure 3: Radially expanding trocar system diagram. (A) The needle is inserted and removed leaving the
expandable sleeve. (B) The blunt dilator and cannula are inserted. (C) The blunt dilator is removed leaving
the cannula. Figure reproduced without alteration from [18].

1.2.2 Concomitant vs subsequent insufflation
The primary purpose of using the Veress needle is to easily gain access to the
peritoneal cavity. After placement of the needle, the cavity is insufflated with carbon
dioxide (CO2) gas (pneumoperitoneum) to simplify placement of the subsequent trocars.
Insufflation is typically started after confirmed needle placement (subsequent
insufflation), but it can be done concomitantly. Concomitant insufflation is when the
insufflation needle is inserted through the skin incision and into the peritoneal cavity
while carbon dioxide flows through the needle [26]. If concomitant insufflation is paired
with the pressure profile test (discussed later), then a pressure drop indicates the Veress
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needle has breached the parietal peritoneum and has accessed the potential space of the
peritoneal cavity [27]. A drawback to both subsequent and concomitant insufflation is
preperitoneal insufflation, which can cause subcutaneous emphysema and access failure
[28]. A recent clinical study compared both access techniques [26]. For this study,
concomitant CO2 insufflation saw a higher placement success rate while both methods
saw similar placement times [26].
1.2.3 Confirmation tests for the Veress needle
Since the Veress needle is placed blindly, it is difficult for the physician to be
100% certain the needle has been placed in the potential space of the peritoneal cavity.
There are generally four tests that can be performed to help confirm correct placement.
Each test may assist in placement confirmation, but none of them are foolproof [26]. To
increase test efficacy, tests can be paired with each other (e.g., the double click test and
Palmer’s test can both be performed) [29], [30]. A recent study showed that only the
pressure profile test is effective at confirming correct placement [30].
1.2.3.1

Double click test

In this test, the physician listens for audible clicks or feels for haptic pulses as the
Veress needle is inserted. If the needle is placed along the midline, then two clicks or
pulses should be recognized: one for passing through the linea alba, and one for
breaching the peritoneum. If the needle is placed off the midline (e.g., Palmer’s point),
then theoretically three clicks or pulses should be recognized: one for both the anterior
and posterior rectus sheaths, and one for breaching the peritoneum. As the tip of the
needle penetrates these tougher tissue layers, the blunt obturator is retracted to expose the
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sharp hypodermic needle. Immediately after the tissue is dissected, the obturator springs
back to its natural state creating the haptic and audible clicks [29]–[31].
1.2.3.2

Palmer’s test

Also known as the aspiration and irrigation test, this is the most widely used
safety test. This test is performed in three stages. First, a 5 ml syringe with physiological
saline is connected via a Luer lock to the top of the Veress needle. The syringe is then
aspirated for blood. In the absence of fluid, the second step is to inject the contents of the
syringe. The syringe should be easily depressed with little to no resistance. This confirms
there are no adhesions, and the needle is not in contact with intra-abdominal viscera. The
third and final step is to re-aspirate the syringe. Re-aspiration should not yield a return, as
the saline should have spread throughout the peritoneal cavity. If any other fluid is
aspirated, a laparotomy may be required [29]–[34].
1.2.3.3

Hanging saline drop test

To perform this test, a few drops of saline are placed in the Luer lock at the top of
the Veress needle. The abdominal wall is then slightly lifted to create a vacuum in the
peritoneal cavity. The fluid in the syringe should then move freely to the intraperitoneal
space. If the fluid remains still, then there is likely an obstruction at the tip, indicating
incorrect placement [29]–[31].
1.2.3.4

Pressure profile test

There are two different types of this test, one for each insufflation technique. For
subsequent insufflation, the gas tubing is first primed to remove all air in the line. The
tubing is then connected to the Veress needle and the flow rate is set to 1 L/min. Five
pressure readings from the gas insufflator are then recorded every five seconds. All
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pressure readings should be under 8-10 mmHg. If a single pressure reading is greater than
this, then the needle is likely not in the intraperitoneal space. This test is effective
regardless of age, BMI, and parity [35]–[38].
When concomitant insufflation is used, the tubing is connected to the Veress
needle before placement and the whole set is primed. With CO2 flow set to 1 L/min, the
Veress needle is inserted through a skin incision. As the needle is slowly inserted through
the abdominal wall, the insufflation pressure is continuously monitored. As soon as the
insufflation pressure drops to below 8 mmHg, the peritoneal cavity has been accessed. In
thin patients, it is recommended to lift the abdominal wall to increase the separation
between the needle tip and major vessels [27].
1.2.3.5

Micro-electrical impedance spectroscopy

Another proposed method of confirming the correct placement of the Veress
needle is micro-electrical impedance spectroscopy for depth profiling [39]. The
researchers tested the electrical impedance of abdominal organs prone to iatrogenic injury
and the peritoneal cavity in rats. The test results showed the resistance and compliance of
the abdominal cavity compared to the abdominal organs were 4.8 times larger and 2.8
times larger, respectively. Thus, the location of the needle tip could easily be identified,
and placement efficacy might be improved. However, it is not clear how relevant the rat
model is to the human abdomen for this application.

1.3 Open laparoscopy
In 1971, Harrith Hasson presented an alternate to Veress needle placement [40],
[41]. He proposed a surgical cutdown at the umbilicus (minilaparotomy) to the
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peritoneum. A blunt trocar, composed of a blunt obturator within the lumen of a large
cannula, was then placed under direct vision through the peritoneum and into the
peritoneal cavity. Blunt trocars (commonly call Hasson cannulas) include a conical
shaped, adjustable plug on the outside of the trocar for sealing the incision (Figure 4).
The plugs include suture tie posts to help keep the cannula in place during the
laparoscopic procedure and to maintain a seal. The proposed advantages of this procedure
include the ability to place the primary trocar under direct vision, the ability to place the
trocar even with adhesions present, avoiding vascular injury, avoiding preperitoneal
insufflation, and preventing gas embolisms [6]. Open laparoscopy is suggested for
extremely thin patients, patients with umbilical adhesions or who have had previous
laparoscopic procedures, pregnant women, and children [5]. The procedure, however, is
more time consuming, is a more complex procedure, and is not appropriate for emergent
or field conditions [42].

Figure 4: Diagram of the VHMED Blunt tip Hasson Trocar Set (Jiangsu, China) [43].
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1.4 Direct trocar placement
Placement of the trocar directly into the peritoneal cavity without previous
pneumoperitoneum was conceived to avoid the injuries and negative results of Veress
needle placement [44], [45]. Also, direct trocar entry generally requires less time to trocar
placement than the use of a Veress needle. Direct entry has been performed using blunt
(often called bladeless), bladed, and optical trocars.
1.4.1 Blunt trocar placement
Placing a blunt trocar directly into the peritoneal cavity blindly was first described
in 1978 by Dr. James Dingfelder [45]. He questioned the assumption that
pneumoperitoneum must first be established before trocar placement. He also sought to
find a technique that avoided the common pitfalls of Veress needle placement (e.g.,
subcutaneous emphysema, omental emphysema, gas embolism, bowel distention,
overdistention, and blood vessel penetration). He conducted a study with 301 outpatient
laparoscopies using his new technique. Three complications were encountered: one
uterine perforation and two cases requiring posthospitalization from vomiting and nausea.
With the positive results, he concluded that direct trocar entry was feasible [45]. Since
then, several studies have shown that a surgical cutdown to the peritoneum is not
necessary to directly place a blunt trocar effectively [46]–[49]. Of the studies that had
enough statistical power to draw conclusions, they found direct trocar placement to be
both faster and safer than Veress needle placement.
To place a blunt trocar, a skin incision is first made. The trocar is then placed
through the incision. The trocar is rotated back and forth with a firm downward force
until reaching the peritoneal cavity. Some studies suggest lifting the abdominal wall with
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towel clips while advancing the trocar to reduce tenting and to increase control [46]–[49].
The shape of most blunt trocar tips is either long and conical, rounded, or dolphin-nose
shaped (Figure 5). Since the advent of the optical trocar in the 1990s, it has become
uncommon to place a blunt trocar as the primary access device [6], [44].

Figure 5: Image of several ENDOPATH XCEL blunt trocars (Ethicon, Somerville, NJ) [50].

1.4.2 Bladed (shielded) trocar
The bladed trocar was first introduced in 1984 to decrease the force required to
place a trocar and to eliminate the complications associated with Veress needle placement
[44]. Bladed trocars have a spring-loaded safety shield that is retracted by the resistance
of the abdominal wall (Figure 6). As the trocar advances through the abdominal wall, the
blade is revealed, and the tissue is cut. As soon as the parietal peritoneum is breached, the
safety shield is sprung back into its resting position to protect the blade, resulting in an
audible pop. There is a time, however, where the blade is exposed in the peritoneal cavity
and the safety shield has yet to protect the blade. Because of this, visceral injuries can be
more common with bladed trocar placement compared to blunt or optical trocar

13

placement [51]. In 1996, the US Food and Drug Administration directed all trocar
manufacturers to remove the term “safety” from packaging labels as there was no
evidence that showed shielded trocars prevent injury more than other methods [5]. There
are three different shapes of blades for shielded trocars: pyramidal, conical, and linear
(Figure 7). The placement force of a bladed trocar has been shown to decrease the
insertion force by at least one half (depending on the blade shape) compared to blunt
trocar placement [52].

Figure 6: Image of the VERSAONE Bladed trocar (Medtronic, Dublin, Ireland) [53]
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Figure 7: Diagram of the various tip types for peritoneal cavity access. [54]

1.4.3 Optical trocar
The optical trocar was developed as an enhancement to blind direct trocar
placement. The first optical trocar was described by Dr. Steven Kaali in 1993 [55]. His
device consisted of a conventional blunt trocar, a transparent cutting tip, and a pistol-grip
handle. A laparoscope was inserted through the center of the trocar to enable visual
feedback. Although Dr. Kaali’s presented article on the device established
pneumoperitoneum before entry [55], optical trocar placement is now commonly done for
primary entry.
To place an optical trocar, a skin incision is made, and the trocar is placed into the
subcutaneous area. As the trocar is inserted through the abdominal wall, the layers of the
abdominal wall being dissected by the trocar can be visualized (yellow fat, white fascia,
red muscle, and transparent peritoneum) [56]. As soon as the trocar breaks through the
peritoneum, correct placement is confirmed by visualization of the abdominal organs,
omentum, or mesentery. Even with this substantial increase in trocar function, the optical
trocar system is not perfect as identifying the abdominal wall layers is not trivial and

15

injuries occur [57]. In a study with 164 optical trocar placements, only 62 times did the
surgeon perceive the moment of peritoneal perforation [58]. From medical devicereporting databases from 1994-2002, 79 serious complications were identified with
optical-access trocars, including 37 major vascular injuries, 18 bowel perforations, and 20
cases of severe bleeding from other sites including 3 liver lacerations and one stomach
perforation. Four of the 79 complications resulted in deaths [59]. Although 79 serious
complications occurred, this is, at least in part, due to the widespread use. No information
on the percentage of complications is given. On the positive side, the optical trocar has
been shown to decrease the time to placement [60]. It has also has been shown to give
similar results and rates of failure whether being performed by a novice or an experienced
surgeon [61].
Although there are many manufacturers of optical trocars, there are three general
types: conventional optical trocars, the Visiport Plus, and the EndoTIP. Conventional
optical trocars can have a pistol grip or a rounded handle. The tips of these trocars are
transparent with either a blunt conical tip with plastic tissue separators or with a thin,
laterally separating blade [5]. Thus, the tips either separate or lacerate the tissue. The tip
is advanced by applying a moderate downward force and slowly rotating the trocar back
and forth. The Kii Fios Optical Entry (Applied Medical, Rancho Santa Margarita, CA) is
considered a conventional optical trocar and it includes a small insufflating port next to
the tip for quick insufflation and an inflatable balloon on the distal end for trocar
retention (Figure 8).
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Figure 8: The Kii Fios Optical Entry trocar [62]

The Visiport Plus optical trocar (Covidien, Norwalk, CT) contains a pistol-grip
obturator and an 11mm or 12mm diameter cannula (Figure 9). It has a transparent domeshaped tip with a crescent-shaped knife blade enclosed. On the obturator is a trigger that,
when activated, quickly fires and retracts the knife blade out 1mm. To the unaided eye,
the movement of the blade is so fast as to be unnoticed [6]. Since the use of the blade is
optional with the trigger, the trocar can be advanced through the abdominal wall by
bladed laceration or by blunt force with the rounded tip. One study suggested that a
combination of posterior pressure, trigger pulling, and gently twisting the trocar most
effectively and safely advanced the trocar [56]. The Visiport, however, is not
recommended for primary access in thin patients. When the aortic pulse is palpable
during a relaxed abdominal examination, the patient may be considered too thin and an
alternate primary access method should be used [56].
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Figure 9: The Visiport Plus optical trocar [63]

The Endoscopic Threaded Imaging Port (EndoTIP) (Karl Storz, Tuttlingen,
Germany) is an optical cannula that can be used for primary access or after
pneumoperitoneum has been established [64]. The EndoTIP and its associated method of
use were first introduced by Dr. Artin Ternamian in 1997 [65]. The cannula is a reusable
stainless steel device with a distal cannula segment and a proximal valve segment [65].
The cannula segment contains a single thread winding that ends with a blunt tip (Figure
10) and is available in several different lengths and diameters for different surgical
applications. Unlike optical trocars, the EndoTIP has no crystal tip distorting and
compressing monitor images [44]. Thus, the layers of the abdominal wall are more
identifiable compared to standard optical trocars. Since the trocar is threaded, the trocar is
placed using a screwing motion and no downward pressure is required to advance [5].
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Figure 10: The Karl Storz EndoTIP Threaded trocar. Figure adopted without alteration from [6].

One study tested the efficacy of placing the EndoTIP without capnoperitoneum
(CO2 pneumoperitoneum) [66]. The study was conducted from 2001-2005 and included
165 patients. The cannula was successfully placed in all 165 patients without
complications and with a mean placement time of <1 min. The researchers concluded that
primary access with the EndoTIP is safe, effective, time-efficient, and a reliable method
for peritoneal cavity access in laparoscopic surgery.
Of the three access methods (closed, open, and direct) and the variety of devices
available, no evidence has shown one method or device to be clinically superior to
another. The method and device of choice generally depend on the surgeon’s competence
and preference.

1.5 Initial access locations
Access to the peritoneal cavity can be achieved through several different
locations. The location of choice depends on a variety of factors including weight,
previous laparoscopic surgeries, and presence of abdominal adhesions. Because the
design of the peritoneal cavity access device was intended for males and females, female-
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specific access locations (e.g., the posterior vaginal fornix and the fundus of the uterus)
were excluded.
1.5.1 Umbilicus
The umbilicus is generally the first option for initial access as this is where the
abdominal wall is the thinnest which results in an increased chance of successful
placement, increased ease of entry, and a decreased recovery time (Figure 12) [67], [68].
On the other hand, the umbilicus tends to have a high rate (up to 21%) of infraumbilical
adhesions following previous laparoscopic operations [69]. So, one deterrent to the use of
the umbilical site for abdominal entry is a prior surgical procedure through this site. The
presence of adhesions (scar tissue) at a prior surgical incision would increase the risk for
entry injury during insertion of a needle or cannula at such a site.
One major consideration when accessing the peritoneal cavity via the umbilicus is
the location of the aortic bifurcation. Anatomic studies have shown that the bifurcation
lies directly beneath the umbilicus in thin and ideal weight patients [70]. Thus, for these
patients, the Veress needle or primary trocar should be inserted at a 45° angle relative to
the abdominal wall, directed towards the pelvic hollow to prevent major vascular injury.
The studies also show that with increasing body mass index (BMI), the umbilicus shifts
caudally [70]. Thus, with increasing BMI, the insertion angle should be adjusted up to
90° for obese patients.
Many surgeons prefer lifting the abdominal wall when accessing the peritoneal
cavity via the umbilicus for stability and to increase the distance between the parietal
peritoneum and the underlying viscera [9], [71]. However, this has been shown to have a
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slightly increased injury rate and a decreased successful placement rate [9], [31]. One
randomized study showed that manual elevation of the abdominal wall resulted in a
higher rate of access failure [71]. Another study evaluated the effects of towel clips
positioned on the linea alba and used to raise the abdominal wall [72]. They found the
potential space between the parietal peritoneum and the abdominal viscera increased to
11.8 mm when using this technique [72].
In 2009, a novel abdominal wall suction device was presented to control
abdominal wall lifting [73]. Known as LapCap 2 (Life Care Devices, Brighton, United
Kingdom), the device is a dome-shaped suction tool designed to consistently lift the
abdominal wall to separate the abdominal wall from the underlying viscera (Figure 11)
[74]. A prospective cohort pilot study concluded that the device can significantly increase
the distance between the linea alba and the intestines, vena cava, and the abdominal aorta
[74].

Figure 11: The LapCap2 abdominal wall suction device [75]
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1.5.2 Left upper quadrant (Palmer’s point)
Access via the left upper quadrant was first advocated by Raoul Palmer in 1974
[76]. He proposed the use of “Palmer’s point” in patients who have had previous
laparoscopic procedures at the umbilicus, patients with suspected umbilical adhesions, or
patients with a large uterus. He also recommended Palmer’s point after three failed
attempts at the umbilicus or in extremely obese or thin patients [76]. Regardless of these
indicators, some surgeons have advised the use of Palmer’s point over the umbilicus for
routine use [77]. Contraindications for using Palmer’s point include ascites,
splenomegaly, hepatomegaly, suspected upper abdominal adhesions, a large abdominal
mass that could be punctured, or gastric drainage failure [78]. Palmer’s point is located 3
cm below the left subcostal margin on the midclavicular line (Figure 12) [31]. The
pneumoperitoneum needle or primary trocar should be angled slightly off 90° relative to
the abdomen, angled towards the midline but not so great an angle as to put the great
vessels in the needle’s path [9].
1.5.3 Mid upper abdomen (Lee-Huang point)
The use of the Lee-Huang point was presented in 2001 by Lee et al. as another
alternate location for primary access [79]. The access point is located midway between
the umbilicus and the xiphoid process on the abdominal midline or 10 cm below the
xiphoid process (Figure 12) [79]. The Lee-Huang point is recommended in patients with
similar indicators as to when using Palmer’s point. Advantages of the Lee-Huang point
include a thin abdominal wall, a central operative port, and it avoids abdominal adhesions
from lower abdominal surgeries. The contraindication for using the Lee-Huang point is a
patient who has had an operation in the supraumbilical region [31], [79].
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1.5.4 Left lateral port (Jain point)
In 2016, the Jain point was proposed as an alternate location when the first three
options (umbilicus, Palmer’s point, and Lee-Huang point) are not viable [80]. The Jain
point is located directly lateral to the umbilicus and 2.5 cm medial to a vertical line drawn
from the left anterior superior iliac spine (Figure 12) [81]. Advantages of the Jain point
are that it avoids intra-abdominal adhesions from previous surgeries at other locations,
and there are no superficial or deep retroperitoneal major vessels in the needle/trocar’s
path. In the study where the use of this point is first described, primary peritoneal cavity
access through the Jain point was performed successfully in all 624 patients, all of which
had previous abdominal surgeries. Among those patients, they found that 78.0% had
intra-abdominal adhesions and 64.7% had umbilical adhesions [80].
1.5.5 Ninth or tenth intercostal space
Another alternate access point when umbilical entry contraindications are
presumed is the left ninth or tenth intercostal space (Figure 12), as described by Reich et
al. in 1995 [82]. To establish pneumoperitoneum, the Veress needle is placed through the
ninth or tenth intercostal space at the anterior axillary line along the superior surface of
the lowest rib attached to the sternum [44], [83]. Placing a Veress needle at this point is
simplified as the parietal peritoneum adheres to the undersurface of the ribs in the costal
margin [44]. After pneumoperitoneum is established, the primary trocar is generally
placed at Palmer’s point [83]. A retrospective study of 918 procedures had only two
instances of Veress needle entry complications: one perforated stomach and one entry
into the pleural space (which caused a pneumothorax) [84].
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Figure 12: Illustration of the primary access locations. The umbilicus (U) is generally used as the primary
access port unless there are certain contraindications. Palmer’s point (P) is located 3 cm below the left
subcostal margin on the midclavicular line. The Lee-Huang point (LH) is located midway between the
umbilicus and the xiphoid process on the abdominal midline or 10 cm below the xiphoid process. The Jain
point (J) is located directly lateral to the umbilicus and 2.5 cm medial to a vertical line drawn from the left
anterior superior iliac spine. The final point (IS) is in the left ninth or tenth intercostal space.

1.6 Possible injuries during initial peritoneal cavity access
Complications secondary to the placement of the primary access device can be
separated into two categories: major and minor. Major complications include injury to the
aorta, vena cava, and the iliac vessels. Minor complications include injury to any hollow
viscera (e.g., bowel and stomach), extraperitoneal insufflation, omental/mesentery
insufflation, and failed entry.
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Table 1 lists several studies evaluating the efficacy of the three different peritoneal
access techniques along with the access device used if listed. Overall, the open technique
had the lowest rate of major vascular injury and the closed technique had the lowest rate
of minor complications. However, the complication rates of all three methods are
comparable.
1.6.1 Major Complications
Major vascular injury is the leading cause of mortality in laparoscopy with a
reported mortality rate of 15% [3]. Major complications are rare, and most complications
are quickly detected [6]. The risk of major vascular injury is increased in thin patients as
the distance between the anterior abdominal wall and the major retroperitoneal vessels
may be as little as two centimeters [3]. Although a major complication can theoretically
occur when placing the needle/trocar at any of the primary access locations, they
typically occur when the umbilicus is used [3]. When comparing non-significant results
from a meta-analysis, direct trocar entry and the open trocar entry method showed fewer
major complications than Veress needle placement [19].
1.6.2 Minor Complications
Even though minor complications are deemed “minor”, they can still be
potentially life-threatening. Some studies have revealed that 30-50% of bowel injures and
15-50% of vascular injuries go undiagnosed at the time of surgery [2]. This can lead to a
high mortality rate (2.5-5%) with bowel injury ranking third among the causes of death
from laparoscopic surgeries behind major vascular injury and anesthesia [44], [85]. On
the other hand, some minor complications such as extraperitoneal insufflation and
omental emphysema, are so minor that they may not be reported as often as they occur
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[6]. A meta-analysis comparing the three entry techniques concluded the order of minor
complications, from least to most, as direct trocar entry, closed entry, and open entry.
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Table 1: A comprehensive review of several studies evaluating the major and minor rates of injury
associated with each peritoneal cavity access technique. Overall, the three techniques have very
comparable rates of injury. (VN = Veress needle)

Study
(year)
Larobina et
al. [86]
(2005)
Bonjer et
al. [87]
(1997)
Härkki‐
Sirén [88]
(1999)
Mintz [89]
(1977)
Bergqvist
et al. [90]
(1987)
Chapron et
al. [91]
(1998)
Querleu et
al. [92]
(2010)
Azevedo et
al. [93]
(2009)
Molloy et
al. [94]
(2002)
Jansen et
al. [95]
(2004)
Schaller et
al. [13]
(1995)

Technique

Device

Major
(Vascular)
Injury Rate (%)

Other
Complication
Rate (%)

Total
patients

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.044

0.067

760,890

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.075

0.082

489,335

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.01

0.03

102,812

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.02

0.03

99204

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.007

Not listed

75,035

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.02

0.05

29,966

Closed

Insufflation
needle

0.02

0.04

17,521

Closed

VN

0.014

0.004

696,502

Closed

VN

0.04

0.04

134,917

Closed

VN

0.05

0.06

52,138

Closed,
Optical

Minioptic

0

0.00704

284

Closed
Average

0.0273

0.0410

223509
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Study
(year)
Larobina et
al. [86]
(2005)
Molloy et
al. [94]
(2002)
Bonjer et
al. [87]
(1997)
Penfield et
al. [96]
(1985)

Ciravolo et
al. [97]
(2020)
Hickey et
al. [66]
(2006)
Ternamian
et al. [98]
(1999)
Brown et
al. [99]
(2005)
Catarci et
al. [100]
(2000)
McKernan
et al. [101]
(1995)
String et al.
[102]
(2000)
Berch et al.
[103]
(2006)

Technique

Device

Major
(Vascular)
Injury Rate (%)

Other
Complication
Rate (%)

Total
patients

Open

Not listed

0

0.05

22,465

Open

Not listed

0

0.11

21,547

Open

Not listed

0

0.05

12,444

Open

Not listed

0

0.06

10,840

Open
Average

0

0.0675

16824

Optical

Endopath
XCEL

0.013

0.296

7431

Optical

EndoTIP

0

0

165

Optical

EndoTIP,
VN

0

0

234

Optical

Ethicon
optical
trocar

0

2.083

96

Optical

Not listed

0.091

0.182

1099

Optical

Optiview

0.084

0.168

1187

Optical

Optiview

0

0.308

650

Optical

Optiview

0

0

370
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Study
(year)
Madan et
al. [61]
(2008)
Hallfeldt et
al. [82]
(1998)
Mettler et
al. [104]
(1997)
Angelini et
al. [105]
(1996)
Jirecek et
al. [106]
(2001)
Swank et
al. [107]
(2002)
Marcovich
et al. [108]
(2000)
Lombezzi
et al. [109]
(2002)
Sabeti et al.
[56] (2009)
Thomas et
al. [110]
(2003)

Technique

Device

Major
(Vascular)
Injury Rate (%)

Other
Complication
Rate (%)

Total
patients

Optical

Optiview

0

0

228

Optical

Optiview

0

0

200

Optical

Optiview

0

0

104

Optical

Optiview

0

0

22

Optical

Optiview,
VN

0

0

546

Optical

Optiview,
VN

0

0

105

Optical

Optiview,
VN

0

0
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Optical

Reusable
optical
trocar

0

0

126

Optical

Visiport

0.18

0

2207

Optical

Visiport,
VN

0.234

0.078

1283

Optical
Average

0.0334

0.1731

893
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Chapter 2 – Military Battlefield Conditions
Battlefield conditions vary substantially from surgical rooms. Devices that are
intended for use on the battlefield must adhere to a different set of standards and have
different requirements. They must function in a variety of environments, temperatures,
and terrains. They also need to be easy to use and require little to no additional training as
the person operating them is a military field medic rather than a trained surgeon.

2.2 Battlefield medical treatment
Before an injury, field medics are just like everyone else on a team in that they
carry combat equipment, and they are expected to engage in warfare. After an injury,
however, the field medic’s main job is to administer basic medical care (tactical combat
casualty care) and to get the injured soldier to safety as quickly as possible. There are
three levels of tactical combat casualty care (TCCC): care under fire, tactical field care,
and tactical evaluation care [111].
2.2.1 Care under fire
Care under fire is the first stage when the medic is expected to aid the injured
soldier while under hostile fire. The risk of further injury to either the fallen soldier or the
medic is high. Because of this, the priorities are (1) to suppress the enemy by returning
fire or by other means, (2) transport the casualty to cover to prevent further injury, and
(3) treat immediately life-threatening hemorrhaging. Medical supplies at this point are
limited to the materials in the field medic’s bag [111].
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2.2.2 Tactical field care
Tactical field care is the stage immediately following care under fire or that
occurs if an injury did not occur during hostile fire. The risk of further injury has
decreased significantly but medical supplies are still limited. Medical treatment can vary
depending on the tactical situation and time to evacuation (which can vary between
minutes and hours). The priority in this phase is to complete a trauma assessment and to
treat major injuries not addressed in the first phase. Other issues addressed are clean
airways, shock, hypothermia, pain, and infection [111].
2.2.3 Tactical evaluation care
In the tactical evaluation care stage (the final stage of care that the field medic is
trained to administer), the injured soldier is picked up and transported to a medical care
facility. The transportation vehicles are typically Humvees or Black Hawk helicopters.
The risk of further injury has decreased substantially. The availability of additional
medical personnel and medical supplies are dependent on what is available in the
transportation vehicle. The priority at this stage is to reassess and continue care
administered during the previous two stages. Additional care may be administered
depending on the increased capabilities of the transportation vehicle (e.g., increased
airway management and oxygen administration) [111]. Administration of OMBs would
likely occur at or following this stage. If a fallen soldier is unable to breathe, OMB
administration could be lifesaving.

2.3 Field medic training
Field medics receive substantially less medical training than general surgeons.
Whereas a general surgeon typically receives five years of surgical training, a field medic
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receives only 16 weeks of medical training. During a field medic’s training, they gain
knowledge in medical terminology, anatomy, physiology, standard nursing practices,
emergency medical treatment (particularly cardiopulmonary resuscitation), aseptic
techniques, administration of some prescribed drugs and immunizations, population
health concepts, methods for transporting sick or wounded soldiers, hygiene, sanitation,
fundamentals of primary care management, usage and maintenance of neurodiagnostic
equipment, and emergency medical and dental treatment [112].

2.4 The field medic’s bag
Depending on the mission, a field medic’s equipment bag can vary. Because the
field medic is expected to carry combat and medical equipment, weight and size are
crucial. Typical medical supplies in the bag include gauze, syringes, scalpels, chest tubes,
pain medications, and bandages. Fully packed, most bags weigh between 25 and 30 lbs.,
but some bags weigh up to 50 lbs.

2.5 Typical soldier profile
Because of the physical requirements the armed forces maintain, the soldier
profile can be somewhat generalized. Both male and female soldiers experience combat,
but the majority of wounded and killed soldiers are male [113]. Each of the armed forces
maintains physical fitness requirements (e.g., complete so many push-up or sit-ups in two
minutes) to help the soldiers stay in shape. Critical to peritoneal cavity access is body fat
percentage.
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Table 2 lists the maximum allowable body fat percentage by age and gender for each of
the armed forces, which is generally evaluated every six months [114]–[118].

Table 2: List of the maximum allowable body fat percentage for each of the armed forces by age and
gender [114]–[118].

Age
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Air Force
Marines
Army
Navy
Coast Guard
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
20%
28% 18%
26% 20%
30% 22%
33% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 20%
30% 22%
33% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 20%
30% 22%
33% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 20%
30% 22%
33% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 22%
32% 22%
33% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 22%
32% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 22%
32% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 22%
32% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 18%
26% 22%
32% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 19%
27% 22%
32% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 19%
27% 22%
32% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 19%
27% 24%
34% 23%
34% 22%
32%
20%
28% 19%
27% 24%
34% 23%
34% 22%
32%
24%
32% 19%
27% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 19%
27% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 19%
27% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 19%
27% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 19%
27% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 19%
27% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 20%
28% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 20%
28% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 20%
28% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 20%
28% 24%
34% 24%
35% 24%
34%
24%
32% 21%
29% 26%
36% 26%
36% 26%
36%
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Chapter 3 – Preperitoneal insufflation vs initial peritoneal cavity
insufflation
While many devices can access the peritoneal cavity relatively safely (see Chapter
1), none of them are suited or intended for use outside the surgical room, let alone the
battlefield. A study was performed where concomitant insufflation was found to have a
higher rate of successful entry with little to no issues with preperitoneal insufflation [26].
Several other studies have shown pressure profiling to be the most reliable test of
successful placement [119], [120]. We theorized that by combining concomitant
insufflation and pressure profiling we could determine when the peritoneal cavity had
been beached. In other words, by applying a certain pressure while advancing through the
abdominal wall, we could detect the moment the peritoneal cavity was entered by a
pressure drop. The following study was published in Surgical Endoscopy and was
performed to determine the optimal pressure that would not cause preperitoneal
insufflation (and give a false positive) but would initially insufflate the peritoneal cavity
(indicating successful placement) [121]. Special acknowledgment is given to the
coauthors of the article – Benjamin Wankum, Sean Crimmins, Mark Carlson, and
Benjamin Terry – who helped conceive, perform, and document the study.

3.1 Introduction
Laparoscopic surgery is a minimally invasive technique that utilizes percutaneous
access to the peritoneal space, which under physiological conditions is only a potential
space [122]. Although the standard techniques to access the peritoneal space are
relatively safe, most adverse events associated with this access occur during initial entry
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[44], [94], [122]. These events include visceral perforation [123], preperitoneal
(abdominal wall) insufflation [124], gas embolism [125], abdominal hematoma [126],
and failure to gain peritoneal access [6]. Research and development of technologies to
increase the safety and efficacy of peritoneal access during laparoscopic surgery have
been ongoing for decades, but incidents of injury have remained constant over the past 25
years [127].
There are various techniques for accessing the peritoneal cavity but the closed
entry method is one of the more common methods [44]. One variation of the closed
method involves the Veress insufflation needle where a small (several millimeters) skin
incision is made through which the needle is inserted into the peritoneal cavity [128].
Safety checks to confirm the placement of the needle within the peritoneal cavity include
Palmer’s test, the pressure profile test, the double click acoustic test, and the hanging
saline drop test [5], [29], [30]. The pressure profile test is the most sensitive and reliable,
but all of these safety checks have drawbacks in confirming successful entry [5], [29],
[30].
After peritoneal access has been obtained, carbon dioxide gas flow through the
needle is initiated and the peritoneal cavity is insufflated (this technique is known as
subsequent insufflation) [26]. Gas insufflation of the peritoneal cavity creates a working
space in which an operation can be performed [129]. Alternatively, concomitant
insufflation can be performed, in which the insufflation needle is inserted through the
skin incision and into the peritoneal cavity while carbon dioxide flows through the needle
[26]. If concomitant insufflation is paired with the pressure profile test, then a pressure
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drop indicates the Veress needle has breached the parietal peritoneum and has accessed
the potential space of the peritoneal cavity [27]. A drawback to both subsequent and
concomitant insufflation is preperitoneal insufflation, which can cause subcutaneous
emphysema and access failure [28].
Several different studies have found that the pressure to create peritoneal cavity
initial insufflation is less than 10 mmHg [29], [30], [44], but the insufflation pressure of
the abdominal wall has yet to be determined. The goal of this study was to find an
optimal range (𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) of static pressures which would be low enough to facilitate
placement of a Veress needle into the peritoneal space without causing preperitoneal
insufflation (𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑖 ) (Figure 13), yet high enough to separate abdominal viscera (such as
the small intestine) from the parietal peritoneum (𝑃𝑝𝑐 ) as described by the inequality:
𝑃𝑝𝑐 < 𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑡 < 𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑖
where 𝑃𝑝𝑐 is the initial pressure to insufflate the peritoneal cavity, 𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑡 is the optimal
pressure range, and 𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑖 is the preperitoneal insufflation pressure.
By knowing the minimum pressure required to separate the layers of the
abdominal wall, one should be able to minimize the risk of preperitoneal insufflation
while obtaining safe and efficient entry into the peritoneal cavity. To find the minimum
preperitoneal insufflation pressure, a Veress needle was inserted into a porcine abdomen
at varying pressures and various locations, and any events of preperitoneal insufflation
were recorded.
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Figure 13: Visualization of preperitoneal insufflation within the rectus abdominis muscle (a) and initial
separation of the abdominal organs from the parietal peritoneum (b). Layers of the abdominal wall
depicted are 1. Skin, 2. Subcutaneous fat, 3. Anterior rectus sheath, 4. Rectus abdominis muscle, 5.
Posterior rectus sheath, 6. Preperitoneal fat, 7. Parietal peritoneum, and 8. Abdominal viscera.

3.2 Methods
The experiments reported herein were conducted according to the principles set
forth in the National Institutes of Health Publication No. 80-23, Guide for the Care and
Use of Laboratory Animals and the Animal Welfare Act of 1966, as amended [130]. The
animal protocol pertaining to this manuscript was approved by the Institutional Animal
Care and Use Committee (IACUC) at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln (ID #1909).
All procedures were performed in animal facilities approved by the Association for
Assessment and Accreditation of Laboratory Animal Care International (AAALAC) and
by the Office of Laboratory Animal Welfare of the Public Health Service [131], [132].
The Duroc and Duroc-Landrace cross pigs that were used for the study were purchased
from the Plymouth Ag Group, Beatrice, NE [133].
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A power analysis with an estimated difference in means of 10 mmHg and a power
of 0.8 was used to determine that five animals were necessary for the study. Although
only five pigs were needed, twelve pigs were available from other animal studies. Thus,
the study was performed on 12 female pigs (two Duroc and ten Duroc-Landrace cross).
The two Duroc and three of the Duroc-Landrace cross-bred pigs’ weights ranged from
45-50 kg (47.2 ± 2.05), while the remaining seven Duroc-Landrace cross bred weights
ranged from 72-76 kg (74.2 ± 1.46). Pigs were selected to model the human abdominal
wall because of their dual-layer fascia, analogous underlying anatomy, and similar tissue
mechanical properties [134]. The experiments were completed on non-living subjects,
within two hours of euthanasia.
The animals were administered lipopolysaccharides (LPS) via the trachea and
developed acute respiratory distress syndrome (ARDS) as part of two other studies
(IACUC ID #1624, #1944). After euthanasia and before this study, the pig’s heart and
lungs were removed for necropsy purposes. To remove the heart and lungs, the front legs
were splayed by cutting the subscapularis, teres major, and latissimus dorsi muscles to
stabilize the carcass. Then the superficial and deep pectorals, sternocephalicus, serratus
ventralis, and sternothyroideus were severed to access the sternebra. Starting cranially
and working caudally, each sternebra was separated from the rib by cutting the costal
cartilage. The cartilage between the first left and right rib was then cut. To further expose
the thoracic cavity the ribs were manually broken. Using blunt dissection, the cranial
vena cava, esophagus, and trachea were then exposed and severed at the thoracic inlet.
The heart and lungs were then pulled up and out of the thoracic cavity. This then exposed
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the caudal vena cava and esophagus next to the diaphragm which were severed. The
thoracic organ block, in its entirety, was then removed from the carcass. Throughout the
heart and lung removal, special care was taken to not puncture or cut into the peritoneal
cavity. Thus, it was anticipated the removal did not affect the integrity of the abdominal
tissue and organs.
The experimental setup is shown in Figure 14. An air tank was used to provide
pressure for the tests. The initial air pressure was controlled with a pressure regulator
attached to the air tank and was set to around 100 psi. An insufflator (Laparoflator 26012,
Karl Storz, Germany) and a pressure regulator (1888K1, McMaster-Carr, USA) with a
calibrated pressure gauge attached (4269K1, McMaster-Carr, USA) were connected in
parallel to the air supply. The insufflator was connected to a disposable Veress needle
(PN150, Ethicon Endo-Surgery, Guaynabo, Puerto Rico) and was used to control
pneumoperitoneum. A second Veress needle connected to the pressure regulator was used
to control the concomitant insufflation pressure. After making 5 mm skin incisions [44],
all needles were inserted slowly and incrementally at a 90° angle relative to the abdomen
at their test location (Figure 15).
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Figure 14: Experimental setup for determining the optimal initial insufflation pressure range. The Veress
needle attached to the insufflator was used to maintain pneumoperitoneum at 10 mmHg while the other
Veress needle was used for preperitoneal insufflation testing.

Five needle placement categories resembling anatomical locations were identified
for peritoneal cavity access (Figure 15, Table 3). The X category had one test location,
just below the umbilicus, and is a common entry location during a laparoscopic procedure
[135]. The M category was along the abdominal midline. The Veress needle is frequently
placed by physicians beneath the umbilicus or sometimes at the Lee-Huang point [31].
The Lee-Huang point is located midway between the xiphoid process and the umbilicus
along the midline [31]. It typically is used when previous operations preclude the subumbilical incision or after failed access attempts below the umbilicus [136]. The
remaining three placement categories (P, C, and B) assumed the abdominal wall was
relatively symmetrical about the abdominal midline. The P category was located near
Palmer’s point which is 3 cm below the left subcostal border in the midclavicular line
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[31]. It may be used as another alternative to the sub-umbilical placement for patients
who are known or suspected to have periumbilical adhesions or have failed attempts at
the umbilicus [137]. It also may be considered for both obese and very thin patients [44].
The C and B categories are not typically used for initial access in laparoscopic operations
but can be used for subsequent trocar insertion [135], [138].

Figure 15: Needle locations for the five placement categories X, M, P, C, and B
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Table 3: Needle placement category locations and their respective representation of common peritoneal
cavity access points. The X category placement tested the initial insufflation pressure. All other categories
tested the preperitoneal insufflation pressure.

Category

Anatomical Location

Category Representation

# of Needle
Placements

X
M
P
C
B

Sub-umbilicus
Median Plane
Right and left upper quadrants
Transumbilical plane
Right and left lower quadrants

Sub-umbilicus
Sub-umbilicus, Lee-Huang
Palmer's Point
Subsequent trocar placement
Subsequent trocar placement
Total

1
8
8
8
8
33

The first needle was placed at location 1X, and insertion into the peritoneal cavity
was indicated by the double click test [31]. After the needle was placed, the static
pressure was increased at intervals of 2.6 mmHg (based on the resolution of the pressure
gauge) starting at 0 mmHg. Once airflow occurred, indicating separation of the visceral
and parietal peritonea, the pressure was recorded as the initial insufflation pressure. This
could only be tested once per animal because, according to pilot studies, the pressure to
subsequently insufflate the peritoneal cavity decreased after the initial separation of the
viscera from the abdominal wall. Pneumoperitoneum was then established with an
insufflator and maintained at a cavity pressure of 10 mmHg. While the only initial
indication of correct needle placement was the double click test, it was confirmed when
insufflation occurred, and pneumoperitoneum was established.
The initial Veress needle at 1X remained inside the peritoneal cavity for the
remainder of the experiment to maintain pneumoperitoneum. A second Veress needle
was inserted with concomitant air insufflation to determine the separation pressure of the
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abdominal wall. Pneumoperitoneum was sustained for the remaining needle tests because
the lack of resistance on the entering needle (from the separated abdominal wall and
underlying viscera) indicated to the user when the needle tip had breached the parietal
peritoneum. The second needle was inserted at several different locations. One site from
each of the remaining test categories (M, B, P, C) was randomly selected for each
pressure beginning at 5.2 mmHg and ranging up to 41.4 mmHg at intervals of 5.2 mmHg.
The needle was placed slowly and incrementally. At each increment, the downward force
on the Veress needle was momentarily released to allow airflow detection. Airflow was
confirmed by the pressure drop that occurred as the pressure changed from static to
dynamic pressure. If insufflation occurred before breaching the peritoneum, the test site
and pressure were recorded as a failure to access the peritoneal cavity. If the needle made
it into the peritoneal cavity without causing preperitoneal insufflation, then the test site
and pressure were recorded as a success.

3.3 Results
Figure 16 shows the distribution of the preperitoneal insufflation occurrences for
the M, P, C, and B categories at each pressure interval. As seen in the figure, category M
had two instances with uncharacteristically lower insufflation pressures of 15.5 and 20.7
mmHg on two different pigs. These tests were both performed at location 8M (Figure 15)
which may be too low on the abdominal wall. Thus, the assumption that the linea alba has
consistent anatomy from 1M to 8M may be invalid on some pigs. That said, the
difference in the number of preperitoneal insufflations between the left and right sides
was statistically insignificant (p > 0.05), indicating that the assumption of anatomical
symmetry between the left and right sides of the pig was justified.
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Figure 16: As the insufflation pressure increases, the likelihood of preperitoneal insufflation also
increases. The histogram depicts the number of instances where preperitoneal insufflation occurred in each
test category and at each insufflation pressure. All test categories had preperitoneal insufflation pressures
at or above 20.7 mmHg, except category M which had two irregularities at 15.5 and 20.7 mmHg.

The lowest pressures to insufflate the abdominal wall per category per pig
(excluding the anomalies in the M category) were taken to compare to the peritoneal
cavity initial insufflation pressure (category X) (Figure 17). During the study, some
carcasses did not have a preperitoneal insufflation between 5.2 and 41.4 mmHg for
certain test categories. For these categories, pressure tests continued at intervals of 5.2
mmHg until the first instance of preperitoneal insufflation occurred. The locations for the
additional tests were cranial to the most superior test category location. One-way
ANOVA was used to compare the mean confidence intervals for the test categories,
which showed there was a significant difference between mean initial peritoneal cavity
insufflation pressure and each of the means of the lowest preperitoneal insufflation
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pressures (p < .05). Also, for our sample size, there was no statistical difference in the
minimum insufflation pressure between the two weight groups (~50 kg and ~75 kg) (p
>.05). Category X had an initial insufflation pressure of PX = 8.83 ± 4.19 mmHg (mean ±
SD). The average lowest preperitoneal insufflation pressures for categories M, P, C, and
B were PM = 40.08 ± 7.68 mmHg, PP = 31.89 ± 6.91 mmHg, PC = 29.31 ± 5.55 mmHg,
and PB = 28.87 ± 6.02 mmHg, respectively.

Figure 17: There exists a pressure threshold that initially insufflates the peritoneal cavity and does not
cause abdominal wall (preperitoneal) insufflation. The distribution of the lowest pressures to initially
insufflate the peritoneal cavity (X) and the lowest pressures to cause preperitoneal insufflation at each test
category (M, P, C, B) for each pig are shown. There was a statistically significant difference (p <.05)
between the mean initial peritoneal cavity insufflation pressure (PX = 8.83 ± 4.19 mmHg) and each of the
means of the lowest preperitoneal insufflation pressures (PM = 40.08 ± 7.68 mmHg, PP = 31.89 ± 6.91
mmHg, PC = 29.31 ± 5.55 mmHg, PB = 28.87 ± 6.02 mmHg) (mean ± SD).
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3.4 Discussion
In this study, an acceptable range of insufflation pressures was determined at four
different locations on the abdominal wall, as well as the initial peritoneal cavity
insufflation pressure in human-sized porcine carcasses. Our results suggest Veress needle
pressures greater than 20 mmHg at categories P, C, and B and 30 mmHg at category M
are likely to cause preperitoneal insufflation. On the other hand, pressures of 8.83 ± 4.19
mmHg (mean ± SD) will initially insufflate the peritoneal space. For both subsequent and
concomitant insufflation, the target insufflation pressure should be set to a pressure lower
than the determined 20 mmHg to avoid preperitoneal insufflation. To compare our
porcine results to humans, Vilos, et al. determined the initial peritoneal cavity insufflation
pressure in 256 female humans to be 4.09 ± 1.34 mmHg (mean ± SD) [27]. However,
there have not been any studies to determine the minimum preperitoneal insufflation
pressure within humans. An experiment on fresh cadavers modeled after this study could
be used to find such values.
To avoid instances of preperitoneal insufflation while using the technique of
subsequent insufflation, the initial insufflation pressure should be within the optimal
range (𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑡 ). This way the pressure is low enough that if the needle were incorrectly
placed within the abdominal wall, it would not insufflate. After correct placement is
confirmed by carbon dioxide flowing at the lower pressure, the insufflator setting can be
increased to the desired pneumoperitoneum pressure. For concomitant insufflation, as the
needle is passed through the abdominal wall layers, the initial insufflation pressure
should be within the optimal range (𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑡 ). Correct placement can then be confirmed as
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carbon dioxide flow begins after breaching the parietal peritoneum. After successfully
locating the cavity, the insufflation pressure can be increased to the desired
pneumoperitoneum pressure.
During one carcass experiment, the initial Veress needle was over-inserted into
the bowel without any indication. The initial insufflation pressure reading was 7.8
mmHg. Thinking the needle was in the potential space of the peritoneal cavity, the
experiment continued and the Veress needle was connected to the insufflator. However,
once insufflation began, the cavity did not insufflate evenly as observed when the
insufflating needle is placed correctly. This particular test was abandoned, and the carcass
abdomen was cut open for inspection. After investigation, the needle had entered and
insufflated the large intestine. This adverse event illustrates the need for more research on
initial peritoneal cavity access. This study was designed to determine the pressure range
suitable to avoid preperitoneal insufflation during Veress needle insertion; however, more
research is needed to further address and mitigate the risk of visceral injury.
While the Veress needle is the most common means for establishing
pneumoperitoneum, some surgeons prefer the direct trocar method where the primary
trocar is placed without pneumoperitoneum [31]. The results from this study can likely be
applied to more devices than just the Veress needle by ensuring the initial insufflation
pressure (or concomitant insufflation pressure) is within the optimal range (𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑡 ).
However, further testing should be conducted to prove this hypothesis.
A limitation of this study was that the initial peritoneal cavity insufflation
pressure was only measured below the umbilicus. Although this is the most common
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location for placement of the Veress needle [31], future work should be done to show that
Palmer’s point and the Lee-Huang point also have lower initial insufflation pressures
(𝑃𝑝𝑐 ) than their respective preperitoneal insufflation pressures (𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑖 ). Additionally, the
study’s objective was whether a certain air pressure resulted in preperitoneal insufflation
within any layer of the abdominal wall. It may also be useful to classify the pressure to
insufflate each of the individual abdominal wall layers. In particular, it was observed that
the lowest pressure to result in preperitoneal insufflation usually occurred directly
superficial to the parietal peritoneum. Further testing should be done to characterize this
section of the abdominal wall as it may be the most likely location for preperitoneal
insufflation. Also, omental emphysema and visceral insufflation are issues, and further
testing should be done to classify the insufflation pressure of the omentum, mesentery,
and the various abdominal organs to determine if pressure profiling is also capable of
detecting over-puncture of the Veress needle [119].

3.5 Conclusion
We determined, in human-sized porcine models, the initial peritoneal cavity
insufflation pressure below the umbilicus and the preperitoneal insufflation pressure at
four different anatomical categories. Veress needle pressures greater than 10 mmHg
resulted in initial cavity insufflation (𝑃𝑝𝑐 ) and pressures greater than 20 mmHg resulted in
preperitoneal insufflation (𝑃𝑝𝑝𝑖 ).
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Chapter 4 – An intraperitoneal catheter placement device

A set of initial requirements for the intraperitoneal catheter placement device to
fulfill the project objective were predetermined. The initial requirements were divided
into two sets: user needs requirements and performance requirements. The user needs
requirements encompassed the initial requirements related to who would be using the
device and who the device was intended to be used on. The performance requirements
encompassed the product design requirements. All initial requirements were as follows:

1. User Needs Requirements
1.1.

The device must be able to be used by an Air Force Medical Technician with
the knowledge and skills outlined in Section C 2.1.1.1 of AFSCs 4N0X1X
[112]

1.2.

The device must be able to function on service personnel with less than 36%
and 26% body fat for females and males, respectively (the maximum
allowable fat percentage by gender for any military branch)

2. Performance Requirements
2.1.

The device must place a catheter into the abdominal cavity

2.2.

The device must withstand a range of environmental extremes (temperature [0
< T < 54 °C], relative humidity [0% < H < 100%], dust, etc.)

2.3.

The device must place the catheter in less than 2 minutes

2.4.

The device should enable the medical technician to assess any visceral
perforations caused by the insertion of the catheter at least 90% of the time
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2.5.

The device must ensure a proper seal of the port-site to maintain intraabdominal pressures up to 15 mmHg

2.6.

The device must have an indicator of successful or unsuccessful placement

2.7.

The device must anchor/secure the catheter after placement

2.8.

The device must use only biocompatible materials for materials that come in
contact with tissue

2.9.

The device should weigh no more than 1.0 kg

2.10.

The device should cost less than $100

2.11.

The device must be sterile as dictated by ISO 10555-1:2013 [139]

2.12.

When used by a surgeon, the device must have a failure rate lower than
current cavity access methods (< 0.1% - 0.5%)

2.13.

When used by a field medic, the device must have a failure rate not to exceed
that of a surgeon using current cavity access methods (≈ 0. 1% - 0.5%)

After research and brainstorming, we conceived a catheter placement device that
uses a threaded trocar and air pressure to safely access the peritoneal cavity. Based on the
preperitoneal insufflation pressure study (Chapter 3), we determined the optimal pressure
for initially insufflating the peritoneal cavity to be 20 mmHg. This pressure, theoretically,
always initially insufflates the abdominal cavity and never insufflates the abdominal wall.
Thus, as a trocar is inserted through the abdominal wall with 20 mmHg applied, no flow
(and no extraperitoneal insufflation) will occur as the abdominal wall tissue plugs the end
of the trocar. As soon as the parietal peritoneum is breached, the pressure is sufficient to
initially insufflate the peritoneal cavity and flow occurs. This method of accessing the
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peritoneal cavity is very similar to using the pressure profile test when concomitantly
insufflating.
Palmer’s point was selected as the trocar insertion location for two reasons. First,
at Palmer’s point, the posterior and anterior rectus sheaths are separated by the rectus
abdominus muscle. When these two layers are combined at the linea alba, it is difficult
for the blunt tip of a threaded trocar to penetrate. When they are separated, an incision
past the anterior rectus sheath can be made relatively easily. The trocar can then be
inserted into the incision and the tip of the trocar is able to penetrate past the posterior
rectus sheath with no issues. Second, if an incision is made beneath the umbilicus and
past the linea alba, there is only a layer of preperitoneal fat to provide a cushioned space
for too deep of an incision. In thin patients (or fit military personnel), the preperitoneal
fat layer can be extremely small. This could increase the chance of over-puncture into the
peritoneal cavity. Thus, an incision at Palmer’s point with the additional muscle layer can
be a safer and simpler incision.
With the optimal insufflation pressure determined, we created a peritoneal cavity
access prototype device. The device has three major components: a threaded trocar, a
hand crank, and a pressure cylinder (Figure 18).

51

Figure 18:A prototype of the intraperitoneal catheter placement device.

4.1 The threaded trocar
The threaded trocar was modeled after the Ternamian EndoTIP (Figure 10). We
chose a trocar with threads since the advancement through the abdominal wall and into
the peritoneal cavity is far more controllable than with other trocars or needles. More
importantly, advancement is dependent on the number of rotations rather than the
downward penetrating force. This helps the trocar to be inserted in a variety of conditions
and by minimally trained medical personnel. For example, inserting a trocar on a
Blackhawk helicopter or a moving Humvee would be difficult as there would be random
bumps and accelerations. With rotation controlling the trocar’s advancement, the
possibility of accidentally plunging into the peritoneal cavity would be minimized.
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The tip of the trocar is also blunt. It is sharp enough to separate the tissue with a
large enough rotational force but dull enough that penetration requires some effort. This
also helps mitigate iatrogenic injury. As mentioned in Chapter 1, there has only been one
study evaluating the EndoTIP for initial peritoneal cavity access. During the study, the
EndoTIP was successfully placed in all 165 patients without any complications [66].

4.2 The hand crank
During initial testing of the EndoTIP, we found the rotation of the trocar to be
unstable and awkward without a centering laparoscope. We added a hand crank to
combat these issues. The hand crank is connected to the trocar by a set of miter gears. To
advance the trocar, a moderate downward force is placed on the outside case with the
non-dominant hand while the dominant hand rotates the hand crank.

4.3 The pressure cylinder
The EndoTIP was designed as an optical trocar (i.e., it was designed to have a
laparoscope placed through the cannula during insertion) so the surgeon knows the
instant when the parietal peritoneum is breached. Without a laparoscope, we needed some
other means of letting the user know when to stop advancing the trocar. A flexible
pressure cylinder with a dynamic plunger was used to notify the user. When the tip of the
trocar is within the abdominal wall, no flow occurs, and the plunger stays still. As soon as
the peritoneal cavity is reached, the pressure within the plunger is released and the
plunger advances. This movement of the plunger indicates to the user that the cavity has
successfully been reached.
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The pressure cylinder is composed of a rubber bellows, a plastic plunger, and a
spring (Figure 19). When the plunger is pulled back, the spring is compressed against the
case. The port to the bellows can be closed and the plunger released to generate pressure
within the bellows. The spring was selected with a length and spring constant such that
the pressure within the bellows equaled 20 mmHg. A bellows was used as a flexible
cylinder to eliminate the dynamic friction (e.g., O-ring friction) experienced with other
dynamic pressure cylinders. This enabled the pressure cylinder to consistently reach the
low pressure of 20 mmHg.

Figure 19: Detailed cross-section view of the intraperitoneal catheter placement device

4.4 Surgical procedure
The first step to placing the trocar is to charge the pressure cylinder by pulling
back on the bellows plunger and by pushing on the axle plunger. A 10 mm skin incision
is then made at Palmer’s point past the anterior rectus sheath. After the trocar is inserted
into the incision, the tip of the trocar must be sufficiently sealed against the tissue of the
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abdominal wall before the axle plunger can be retracted to open the valve to the pressure
cylinder. Some preliminary tests revealed that three rotations are sufficient to create a
seal, but this should be further tested. After opening the valve, the trocar is advanced
slowly by applying a moderate downward force and by rotating the hand crank. It should
be noted that the added pressure from advancing the trocar can be great enough that the
20 mmHg is not enough to insufflate the cavity when it is reached. As a safety measure,
at every half turn, advancement should be paused, and the trocar should be gently pulled
up on. If the cavity has been reached, this enables insufflation to occur and the movement
of the bellows plunger to be detected. After the cavity is reached, the trocar can be
disconnected from the rest of the placement assembly. The catheter can then be placed
through the trocar and treatment can begin. The following is a summary of the steps to
catheter placement:
1. Ensure the axle plunger is in the open position (pulled back).
2. Pull back on the bellows plunger to create the insufflating pressure.
3. While still holding on to the retracted bellows plunger, close the axle plunger
(push-in).
4. Sterilize Palmer’s point with an alcohol or iodine swab.
5. Make a 10 mm incision at Palmer’s point until the rectus abdominus muscle is
visible (just past the anterior rectus sheath).
6. Place the tip of the trocar just past the anterior rectus sheath in the incision.
7. Advance the trocar 3 revolutions clockwise by rotating the hand crank and
applying a moderate (<10 N) downward force.
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8. While maintaining a downward force, pull back on the axle plunger to open the
pressure valve.
9. Continue inserting the trocar by rotating the hand crank.
a. Pull back on the trocar placement system every ½ rotation to check if the
tip has reached the peritoneal cavity.
b. Stop rotations when the bellows plunger moves from the retracted state to
the relaxed state.
10. Detach the placement system from the trocar.
11. Near the inserted trocar, lightly lift the abdominal wall.
12. Slowly insert the catheter through the trocar and into the peritoneal cavity.
13. Begin treatment.

4.5 Limitations
Preliminary tests of the catheter placement device functionality have been
successful in pigs thus far (data not shown in this thesis). However, there are still several
limitations to the current design. The first and most notable limitation is that the optimal
pressure range for avoiding preperitoneal insufflation but causing initial peritoneal
insufflation was found in pigs. Another study must be performed to determine the optimal
pressure range in humans. Preferably, the human subjects would have similar body
characteristics as those found in the United States military.
Another limitation is the fact that the incision must go past the anterior rectus
sheath and down to the muscle. This can be quite deep and introduces the possibility of
iatrogenic injury to the abdominal organs if done improperly. An improvement might be
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changing the trocar tip geometry so that it can easily penetrate tough tissue. Furthermore,
if the tip can penetrate the linea alba, the primary incision could be beneath the umbilicus
which would allow for a wider range of pressures to be used (Figure 17). Another option
would be to create an incision device that creates a consistent incision and does not
penetrate too far past the anterior rectus sheath. Thus, the chances for error would be
mitigated.
Finally, this is still a prototype. It is relatively large and is made almost entirely
out of 3D-printed plastic. The final device should be smaller and manufactured with
biocompatible materials (initial requirement 2.8).

4.6 Future work
At the current stage of the project, we have developed our first fully functional
prototype and performed preliminary testing in pigs with encouraging results. As the
trocar is inserted, the pressure cylinder successfully indicates when the cavity is reached,
most of the time. However, iterations to the device must be made to address the
limitations previously mentioned. Following that, several tests must be performed to
show the device fulfills the initial requirements for the project (see Chapter 3). In
particular, the most important aspect for future development and validation of the device
is human testing. In addition to testing the abdominal wall insufflation pressure in
humans, device placement tests must also be performed. At first, these tests may be
performed in human cadavers. However, eventually, validation tests must be performed
in live human subjects. To validate the device with initial requirement 1.2, the test
subjects should have body fat percentages lower than 36% and 26% for females and
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males, respectively. Furthermore, some validation tests should be performed by field
medics with basic training to show the device fulfills initial requirement 1.1.
An improvement to the current device would be to add an automatic stopping
mechanism. This mechanism could use the movement of the pressure cylinder plunger to
somehow lock the trocar to prevent it from rotating. This would be an additional safety
mechanism that would prevent overpenetration into the peritoneal cavity. Another
improvement would be a quick release of the threaded trocar. It is currently quite
complicated to detach the trocar from the rest of the placement assembly. The entire case
must be disassembled, and the center axle and gears removed in order to remove the
trocar. A quick release would enable a faster disassembly, thus, speeding up the process
to place the intraperitoneal catheter.
Also, because the design of this device has been based around tools used for
laparoscopic surgery, the described device may find application outside the battlefield.
For instance, the device could be used for placing the primary and/or secondary ports
during a laparoscopic procedure. Because the device simplifies peritoneal cavity access,
the primary and secondary ports may even be able to be place by the physician’s
assistant, prior to the surgeon entering the operating room. If so, the potential market for
this device would be extremely large.

4.7 Conclusion
For this project, we were able to design, create, and begin testing a new
intraperitoneal catheter placement device for use on the battlefield. The device uses a
threaded trocar like the Karl Storz Ternamian EndoTIP to controllably access the
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peritoneal cavity. It also uses the concept of concomitant insufflation to inform the user
of the moment the cavity is reached. Since the current design is still just a prototype,
there are many limitations. However, the device shows promise and has successfully
accessed the peritoneal cavity of pigs without causing iatrogenic injury.

59

References
[1] J. A. Feshitan, N. D. Legband, M. A. Borden, and B. S. Terry, “Systemic oxygen delivery by
peritoneal perfusion of oxygen microbubbles,” Biomaterials, vol. 35, no. 9, pp. 2600–2606,
Mar. 2014, doi: 10.1016/j.biomaterials.2013.12.070.
[2] I. Alkatout, “Complications of Laparoscopy in Connection with Entry Techniques,” J Gynecol
Surg, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 81–91, Jun. 2017, doi: 10.1089/gyn.2016.0111.
[3] S. Krishnakumar and P. Tambe, “Entry Complications in Laparoscopic Surgery,” J Gynecol
Endosc Surg, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 4–11, 2009, doi: 10.4103/0974-1216.51902.
[4] “Laparoscopic Devices Market Analysis, Size, Trends | Global | 2020-2026 | COVID19 |
MedSuite,” iData Research. https://idataresearch.com/product/laparoscopic-devicesmarket/ (accessed Jan. 14, 2021).
[5] A. I. Brill and B. M. Cohen, “Fundamentals of Peritoneal Access,” The Journal of the
American Association of Gynecologic Laparoscopists, vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 287–297, May 2003,
doi: 10.1016/S1074-3804(05)60315-5.
[6] C. Frantzides and M. Carlson, Atlas of Minimally Invasive Surgery with DVD, 1st Edition.
Saunders, 2008.
[7] “Diagnostic Laparoscopy | Memorial Sloan Kettering Cancer Center.”
https://www.mskcc.org/cancer-care/patient-education/laparoscopy (accessed Jan. 18,
2021).
[8] N. D. M. Begg, “Increasing the safety and precision of medical tissue puncture,” Thesis,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2014.
[9] J. D. Recknagel and L. R. Goodman, “Clinical Perspective Concerning Abdominal Entry
Techniques,” Journal of Minimally Invasive Gynecology, Jul. 2020, doi:
10.1016/j.jmig.2020.07.010.
[10] A. Cuss, M. Bhatt, and J. Abbott, “Coming to terms with the fact that the evidence for
laparoscopic entry is as good as it gets,” J Minim Invasive Gynecol, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 332–
341, Apr. 2015, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2014.10.023.
[11] T. I. Janicki, “The new sensor-equipped veress needle,” The Journal of the American
Association of Gynecologic Laparoscopists, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 154–156, Feb. 1994, doi:
10.1016/S1074-3804(05)80781-9.
[12] U. F. O. Themes, “Principles of minimal access surgery,” Basicmedical Key, Mar. 28, 2017.
https://basicmedicalkey.com/principles-of-minimal-access-surgery/ (accessed Jan. 18,
2021).
[13] G. Schaller, M. Kuenkel, and B. C. Manegold, “The optical ‘Veress-needle’--initial puncture
with a minioptic,” Endosc Surg Allied Technol, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 55–57, Feb. 1995.
[14] P. McGurgan and P. O’Donovan, “Optical Veress as an entry technique,” Gynaecological
Endoscopy, vol. 8, no. 6, pp. 379–382, Dec. 1999.
[15] E. Stanley, M. R. Davis, D. Leiner, M. Bettuchi, and R. Heinrich, “Veress needle with
removable optical inserts,” US20110313255A1, Dec. 22, 2011.
[16] G. G. Okoniewski, “Visual veress needle assembly,” AU2010201287B2, Feb. 19, 2015.
[17] U. R. Haug, T. Kotseroglou, S. Papademetriou, and O. A. Savvouras, “Visually assisted entry
of a veress needle with a tapered videoscope for microlaparoscopy,” AU2016349495B2, Jul.
09, 2020.
[18] J. R. Feste, B. Bojahr, and D. J. Turner, “Randomized Trial Comparing a Radially Expandable
Needle System with Cutting Trocars,” JSLS, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 11–15, 2000.

60
[19] M. Nishimura et al., “Complications Related to the Initial Trocar Insertion of 3 Different
Techniques: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis,” Journal of Minimally Invasive
Gynecology, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 63–70, Jan. 2019, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2018.06.023.
[20] S. F. Yim and P. M. Yuen, “Randomized double-masked comparison of radially expanding
access device and conventional cutting tip trocar in laparoscopy,” Obstetrics & Gynecology,
vol. 97, no. 3, pp. 435–438, Mar. 2001, doi: 10.1016/S0029-7844(00)01156-X.
[21] S. Bhoyrul, J. Payne, B. Steffes, L. Swanstrom, and L. W. Way, “A randomized prospective
study of radially expanding trocars in laparoscopic surgery,” Journal of Gastrointestinal
Surgery, vol. 4, no. 4, pp. 392–397, Jul. 2000, doi: 10.1016/S1091-255X(00)80018-9.
[22] E. Chiong, P. K. Hegarty, J. W. Davis, A. M. Kamat, L. L. Pisters, and S. F. Matin, “Port-site
Hernias Occurring After the Use of Bladeless Radially Expanding Trocars,” Urology, vol. 75,
no. 3, pp. 574–580, Mar. 2010, doi: 10.1016/j.urology.2009.08.025.
[23] J. Kumakiri, I. Kikuchi, M. Kitade, M. Jinushi, A. Shinjyo, and S. Takeda, “Potential risk of
port-site adhesions in patients after laparoscopic myomectomy using radially expanding
trocars,” International Journal of Gynecology & Obstetrics, vol. 128, no. 1, pp. 5–9, Jan.
2015, doi: 10.1016/j.ijgo.2014.07.030.
[24] D. J. Turner, “Making the case for the radially expanding access system,” Gynaecological
Endoscopy, vol. 8, no. 6, pp. 391–395, 1999, doi: https://doi.org/10.1046/j.13652508.1999.00328.x.
[25] T. Y. Lam, S. W. Lee, H. S. So, and S. P. Kwok, “Radially expanding trocar: a less painful
alternative for laparoscopic surgery,” J Laparoendosc Adv Surg Tech A, vol. 10, no. 5, pp.
269–273, Oct. 2000, doi: 10.1089/lap.2000.10.269.
[26] E. Mikhail, N. Tamhane, P. Sarkar, E. Sappenfield, J. P. Tanner, and A. N. Imudia,
“Laparoscopic Entry Technique Using a Veress Needle Insertion with and without
Concomitant CO2 Insufflation: A Randomized Controlled Trial,” Journal of Minimally Invasive
Gynecology, vol. 26, no. 7, pp. 1383–1388, Nov. 2019, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2019.02.011.
[27] G. A. Vilos and A. G. Vilos, “Safe Laparoscopic Entry Guided by Veress Needle CO2
Insufflation Pressure,” The Journal of the American Association of Gynecologic
Laparoscopists, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 415–420, Aug. 2003, doi: 10.1016/S1074-3804(05)602770.
[28] S. S. C. Wong and M. G. Irwin, “Anaesthesia and minimally invasive surgery,” Anaesthesia &
Intensive Care Medicine, vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 11–15, Jan. 2018, doi:
10.1016/j.mpaic.2017.10.005.
[29] B. Teoh, R. Sen, and J. Abbott, “An evaluation of four tests used to ascertain Veres needle
placement at closed laparoscopy,” Journal of Minimally Invasive Gynecology, vol. 12, no. 2,
pp. 153–158, Apr. 2005, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2005.01.011.
[30] W. Yoong, S. Saxena, M. Mittal, A. Stavroulis, E. Ogbodo, and M. Damodaram, “The pressure
profile test is more sensitive and specific than Palmer’s test in predicting correct placement
of the Veress needle,” European Journal of Obstetrics & Gynecology and Reproductive
Biology, vol. 152, no. 2, pp. 210–213, Oct. 2010, doi: 10.1016/j.ejogrb.2010.06.007.
[31] J. Thepsuwan, K.-G. Huang, M. Wilamarta, A.-S. Adlan, V. Manvelyan, and C.-L. Lee,
“Principles of safe abdominal entry in laparoscopic gynecologic surgery,” Gynecology and
Minimally Invasive Therapy, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 105–109, Nov. 2013, doi:
10.1016/j.gmit.2013.07.003.
[32] C. G. Lacey, “Laparoscopy: A clinical sign for intraperitoneal needle placement,” Obstetrics
and Gynecology, vol. 47, no. 5, pp. 625–627, 1976.

61
[33] H. Marret, Y. Harchaoui, C. Chapron, J. Lansac, and F. Pierre, “Trocar injuries during
laparoscopic gynaecological surgery. Report from the French Society of Gynaecological
Laparoscopy,” Gynaecological Endoscopy, vol. 7, no. 5, pp. 235–241, 1998, doi:
10.1046/j.1365-2508.1998.00197.x.
[34] D. Potter and M. Kendrick, “Techniques to access the peritoneal cavity for laparoscopic
procedures,” Operative Techniques in General Surgery, vol. 7, pp. 3–7, Mar. 2005, doi:
10.1053/j.optechgensurg.2004.12.007.
[35] D. J. Hill and P. J. Maher, “Direct cannula entry for laparoscopy,” J Am Assoc Gynecol
Laparosc, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 77–79, Nov. 1996, doi: 10.1016/s1074-3804(96)80114-9.
[36] J. Dubuisson, C. Chapron, F. Decuypere, and M. Spirlet, “‘Classic’ laparoscopic entry in a
university hospital: a series of 8324 cases,” 1999, doi: 10.1046/J.1365-2508.1999.00300.X.
[37] M. Ricci and A. Aboolian, “Needle pneumoperitoneum. An alternative technique,” Surg
Endosc, vol. 13, no. 6, p. 629, Jun. 1999, doi: 10.1007/s004649901058.
[38] A. G. Vilos, G. A. Vilos, B. Abu-Rafea, J. Hollett-Caines, and M. Al-Omran, “Effect of body
habitus and parity on the initial Veres intraperitoneal CO2 insufflation pressure during
laparoscopic access in women,” Journal of Minimally Invasive Gynecology, vol. 13, no. 2, pp.
108–113, Apr. 2006, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2005.11.012.
[39] J. Yun, H. W. Kim, H.-I. Kim, and J.-H. Lee, “Electrical impedance spectroscopy on a needle
for safer Veress needle insertion during laparoscopic surgery,” Sensors and Actuators B:
Chemical, vol. 250, pp. 453–460, Oct. 2017, doi: 10.1016/j.snb.2017.04.195.
[40] H. M. Hasson, “A modified instrument and method for laparoscopy,” American Journal of
Obstetrics and Gynecology, vol. 110, no. 6, pp. 886–887, Jul. 1971, doi: 10.1016/00029378(71)90593-X.
[41] H. M. Hasson, “Open laparoscopy: a report of 150 cases,” J Reprod Med, vol. 12, no. 6, pp.
234–238, Jun. 1974.
[42] H. M. Hasson, C. Rotman, N. Rana, and N. A. Kumari, “Open laparoscopy: 29-year
experience,” Obstetrics & Gynecology, vol. 96, no. 5, Part 1, pp. 763–766, Nov. 2000, doi:
10.1016/S0029-7844(00)01026-7.
[43] “Hasson Trocars - Buy Hasson Trocar, Blunt Tip Trocar, Versaport Product on VHMED |
Excellence in Laparoscopy.” http://vhmed.com/hasson-trocars.html (accessed Jan. 18,
2021).
[44] G. A. Vilos, A. Ternamian, J. Dempster, P. Y. Laberge, and CLINICAL PRACTICE GYNAECOLOGY
COMMITTEE, “Laparoscopic entry: a review of techniques, technologies, and
complications,” J Obstet Gynaecol Can, vol. 29, no. 5, pp. 433–447, May 2007, doi:
10.1016/S1701-2163(16)35496-2.
[45] J. R. Dingfelder, “Direct laparoscope trocar insertion without prior pneumoperitoneum,” J
Reprod Med, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 45–47, Jul. 1978.
[46] M. S. Zakherah, “Direct trocar versus veress needle entry for laparoscopy: a randomized
clinical trial,” Gynecol Obstet Invest, vol. 69, no. 4, pp. 260–263, 2010, doi:
10.1159/000276571.
[47] F. R. Nezhat, S. L. Silfen, D. Evans, and C. Nezhat, “Comparison of direct insertion of
disposable and standard reusable laparoscopic trocars and previous pneumoperitoneum
with Veress needle,” Obstet Gynecol, vol. 78, no. 1, pp. 148–150, Jul. 1991.
[48] H. Altun, O. Banli, B. Kavlakoglu, B. Kücükkayikci, C. Kelesoglu, and N. Erez, “Comparison
between direct trocar and Veress needle insertion in laparoscopic cholecystectomy,” J

62
Laparoendosc Adv Surg Tech A, vol. 17, no. 6, pp. 709–712, Dec. 2007, doi:
10.1089/lap.2006.0015.
[49] H. Liu, X. Chen, and Y. Liu, “A multi-center study of a modified open trocar first-puncture
approach in 17 350 patients for laparoscopic entry,” Chinese Medical Journal, vol. 122, no.
22, pp. 2733–2736, Nov. 2009, doi: 10.3760/cma.j.issn.0366-6999.2009.22.011.
[50] “ENDOPATH XCEL®| XCEL Trocars | J&J Medical Devices.”
https://www.jnjmedicaldevices.com/en-US/product/endopath-xcel-trocars (accessed Jan.
18, 2021).
[51] C. M. Chapron, F. Pierre, S. Lacroix, D. Querleu, J. Lansac, and J. B. Dubuisson, “Major
vascular injuries during gynecologic laparoscopy,” J Am Coll Surg, vol. 185, no. 5, pp. 461–
465, Nov. 1997.
[52] C. M. Tarnay, K. B. Glass, and M. G. Munro, “Entry force and intra-abdominal pressure
associated with six laparoscopic trocar-cannula systems: a randomized comparison,”
Obstetrics & Gynecology, vol. 94, no. 1, pp. 83–88, Jul. 1999, doi: 10.1016/S00297844(99)00288-4.
[53] “Bladed Trocars | Medtronic.” https://www.medtronic.com/covidien/enus/products/trocars-access/bladed-trocars.html#versaone-bladed-trocar (accessed Jan. 18,
2021).
[54] “Maingot’s Abdominal Operations. 13th edition,” McGraw-Hill Education.
https://www.mhprofessional.com/9780071843072-usa-maingots-abdominal-operations13th-edition-group (accessed Jan. 18, 2021).
[55] S. G. Kaali, “Introduction of the opti-trocar,” The Journal of the American Association of
Gynecologic Laparoscopists, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 50–53, Nov. 1993, doi: 10.1016/S10743804(05)80758-3.
[56] N. Sabeti, M. Tarnoff, J. Kim, and S. Shikora, “Primary midline peritoneal access with optical
trocar is safe and effective in morbidly obese patients,” Surg Obes Relat Dis, vol. 5, no. 5, pp.
610–614, Oct. 2009, doi: 10.1016/j.soard.2009.05.010.
[57] H. T. Sharp, M. K. Dodson, M. L. Draper, D. A. Watts, R. C. Doucette, and W. W. Hurd,
“Complications associated with optical-access laparoscopic trocars,” Obstetrics &
Gynecology, vol. 99, no. 4, pp. 553–555, Apr. 2002, doi: 10.1016/S0029-7844(02)01656-3.
[58] S. G. Kaali, D. H. Barad, and I. R. Merkatz, “Comparison of visual and tactile localization of
the trocar tip during abdominal entry,” J Am Assoc Gynecol Laparosc, vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 75–
77, Nov. 1994, doi: 10.1016/s1074-3804(05)80836-9.
[59] H. T. Sharp, M. K. Dodson, M. L. Draper, D. A. Watts, R. C. Doucette, and W. W. Hurd,
“Complications associated with optical-access laparoscopic trocars,” Obstet Gynecol, vol. 99,
no. 4, pp. 553–555, Apr. 2002, doi: 10.1016/s0029-7844(02)01656-3.
[60] G. Bianchi et al., “Laparoscopic access overview: Is there a safest entry method?,” Actas
Urológicas Españolas (English Edition), vol. 40, no. 6, pp. 386–392, Jul. 2016, doi:
10.1016/j.acuroe.2016.05.011.
[61] A. K. Madan, R. J. Taddeucci, J. L. Harper, and D. S. Tichansky, “Initial Trocar Placement and
Abdominal Insufflation in Laparoscopic Bariatric Surgery,” Journal of Surgical Research, vol.
148, no. 2, pp. 210–213, Aug. 2008, doi: 10.1016/j.jss.2007.08.029.
[62] “Kii Fios Trocar Systems by Applied Medical Resources.”
https://punchout.medline.com:443/product/Kii-Fios-Trocar-Systems-by-Applied-MedicalResources/Trocars/Z05-PF28207 (accessed Jan. 18, 2021).

63
[63] “VisiPortTM Plus Optical Trocars Product Support | Medtronic.”
https://www.medtronic.com/covidien/en-us/support/products/trocars-access/visiportplus-optical-trocars.html (accessed Jan. 18, 2021).
[64] A. M. Ternamian, “How to improve laparoscopic access safety: ENDOTIP,” Minimally
Invasive Therapy & Allied Technologies, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 31–39, Jan. 2001, doi:
10.1080/13645700152598897.
[65] A. M. Ternamian, “Laparoscopy without trocars,” Surg Endosc, vol. 11, no. 8, pp. 815–818,
Aug. 1997, doi: 10.1007/s004649900461.
[66] L. Hickey and R. A. Rendon, “Safe and novel technique for peritoneal access in urologic
laparoscopy without prior insufflation,” J Endourol, vol. 20, no. 9, pp. 622–626, Sep. 2006,
doi: 10.1089/end.2006.20.622.
[67] N. A. Siddiqui, R. Azami, G. Murtaza, and S. Nasim, “Postoperative port-site pain after gall
bladder retrieval from epigastric vs. umbilical port in laparoscopic cholecystectomy: A
randomized controlled trial,” International Journal of Surgery, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 213–216,
Jan. 2012, doi: 10.1016/j.ijsu.2012.03.008.
[68] J. Stanhiser et al., “Supraumbilical primary trocar insertion for laparoscopic access: the
relationship between points of entry and retroperitoneal vital vasculature by imaging,”
American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology, vol. 213, no. 4, p. 506.e1-506.e5, Oct. 2015,
doi: 10.1016/j.ajog.2015.05.060.
[69] V. Sepilian, L. Ku, H. Wong, C. Y. Liu, and J. Y. Phelps, “Prevalence of infraumbilical adhesions
in women with previous laparoscopy.,” JSLS : Journal of the Society of Laparoendoscopic
Surgeons / Society of Laparoendoscopic Surgeons, vol. 11, no. 1, pp. 41–44, 2007.
[70] W. W. Hurd, R. O. Bude, J. O. L. DeLANCEY, and M. L. Pearl, “The Relationship of the
Umbilicus to the Aortic Bifurcation: Implications for Laparoscopic Technique,” Obstetrics &
Gynecology, vol. 80, no. 1, pp. 48–51, Jul. 1992.
[71] J. W. Briel, P. W. Plaisier, W. S. Meijer, and J. F. Lange, “Is it necessary to lift the abdominal
wall when preparing a pneumoperitoneum?: A randomized study,” Surgical Endoscopy, vol.
14, no. 9, pp. 862–864, 2000, doi: 10.1007/s004640000105.
[72] T. Cakir, D. Tuney, S. Esmaeilzadem, and A. O. Aktan, “Safe Veress needle insertion,” J
Hepatobiliary Pancreat Surg, vol. 13, no. 3, pp. 225–227, May 2006, doi: 10.1007/s00534005-1024-x.
[73] C. Nezhat and C. Mohr, “Vacuum-actuated tissue perforation device for establishing
pneumoperitoneum,” US7585281B2, Sep. 08, 2009.
[74] J. H. T. Daemen et al., “A novel abdominal wall entry suction device to increase Veress
needle safety: A prospective cohort pilot study,” Annals of Medicine and Surgery, vol. 47,
pp. 70–74, Nov. 2019, doi: 10.1016/j.amsu.2019.10.001.
[75] “LapCap for Laparoscopic Safety |,” Medgadget, Feb. 08, 2008.
https://www.medgadget.com/2008/02/lapcap_for_laparoscopic_safety.html (accessed Jan.
18, 2021).
[76] R. Palmer, “Safety in laparoscopy,” Journal of Reproductive Medicine for the Obstetrician
and Gynecologist, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 1–5, 1974.
[77] L. Valentine and M. Uy-Kroh, “Left Upper Quadrant Entry Technique,” Journal of Minimally
Invasive Gynecology, vol. 22, no. 6, Supplement, pp. S133–S134, Nov. 2015, doi:
10.1016/j.jmig.2015.08.431.

64
[78] P. K. Tulikangas, D. S. Robinson, and T. Falcone, “Left upper quadrant cannula insertion,”
Fertility and Sterility, vol. 79, no. 2, pp. 411–412, Feb. 2003, doi: 10.1016/S00150282(02)04668-X.
[79] C.-L. Lee, K.-G. Huang, S. Jain, C.-J. Wang, C.-F. Yen, and Y.-K. Soong, “A New Portal for
Gynecologic Laparoscopy,” The Journal of the American Association of Gynecologic
Laparoscopists, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 147–150, Feb. 2001, doi: 10.1016/S1074-3804(05)60565-8.
[80] N. Jain, S. Sareen, S. Kanawa, V. Jain, S. Gupta, and S. Mann, “Jain point: A new safe portal
for laparoscopic entry in previous surgery cases,” Journal of Human Reproductive Sciences,
vol. 9, no. 1, p. 9, Jan. 2016, doi: 10.4103/0974-1208.178637.
[81] N. Jain, V. Jain, C. Agarwal, P. Bansal, S. Gupta, and B. Bansal, “Left Lateral Port: Safe
Laparoscopic Port Entry in Previous Large Upper Abdomen Laparotomy Scar,” Journal of
Minimally Invasive Gynecology, vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 973–976, Jul. 2019, doi:
10.1016/j.jmig.2018.10.017.
[82] H. Reich, M. Levie, F. McGlynn, and L. Sekel, “Establishment of pneumoperitoneum through
the left ninth intercostal space,” Gynaecological Endoscopy, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 141–143, Jan.
1995.
[83] K. W. Lam and T. C. Pun, “Left upper quadrant approach in gynecologic laparoscopic surgery
using reusable instruments,” J Am Assoc Gynecol Laparosc, vol. 9, no. 2, pp. 199–203, May
2002, doi: 10.1016/s1074-3804(05)60132-6.
[84] N. Agarwala and C. Y. Liu, “Safe entry techniques during laparoscopy: Left upper quadrant
entry using the ninth intercostal space—A review of 918 procedures,” Journal of Minimally
Invasive Gynecology, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 55–61, Jan. 2005, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2004.12.026.
[85] G. A. Vilos, A. G. Vilos, B. Abu-Rafea, J. Hollett-Caines, Z. Nikkhah-Abyaneh, and F. Edris,
“Three simple steps during closed laparoscopic entry may minimize major injuries,” Surg
Endosc, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 758–764, Apr. 2009, doi: 10.1007/s00464-008-0060-4.
[86] M. Larobina and P. Nottle, “Complete evidence regarding major vascular injuries during
laparoscopic access,” Surg Laparosc Endosc Percutan Tech, vol. 15, no. 3, pp. 119–123, Jun.
2005, doi: 10.1097/01.sle.0000166967.49274.ca.
[87] H. J. Bonjer, E. J. Hazebroek, G. Kazemier, M. C. Giuffrida, W. S. Meijer, and J. F. Lance,
“Open versus closed establishment of pneumoperitoneum in laparoscopic surgery,” BJS
(British Journal of Surgery), vol. 84, no. 5, pp. 599–602, 1997, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2168.1997.d01-1355.x.
[88] P. Härkki‐Sirén, “The incidence of entry-related laparoscopic injuries in Finland,”
Gynaecological Endoscopy, vol. 8, no. 6, pp. 335–338, 1999, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2508.1999.00308.x.
[89] M. Mintz, “Risks and prophylaxis in laparoscopy: a survey of 100,000 cases,” J Reprod Med,
vol. 18, no. 5, pp. 269–272, May 1977.
[90] D. Bergqvist and A. Bergqvist, “Vascular Injuries During Gynecologic Surgery,” Acta
Obstetricia et Gynecologica Scandinavica, vol. 66, no. 1, pp. 19–23, 1987, doi:
https://doi.org/10.3109/00016348709092947.
[91] C. Chapron et al., “Surgical complications of diagnostic and operative gynaecological
laparoscopy: a series of 29,966 cases,” Hum Reprod, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 867–872, Apr. 1998,
doi: 10.1093/humrep/13.4.867.
[92] D. Querleu, C. Chapron, L. Chevallier, and M. A. Bruhat, “Complications of Gynecologic
Laparoscopic Surgery -- A French Multicenter Collaborative Study,”

65
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJM199305063281817, Massachusetts Medical Society, Jan. 15,
2010.
[93] J. L. M. C. Azevedo et al., “Injuries caused by Veress needle insertion for creation of
pneumoperitoneum: a systematic literature review,” Surg Endosc, vol. 23, no. 7, pp. 1428–
1432, Jul. 2009, doi: 10.1007/s00464-009-0383-9.
[94] D. Molloy, P. D. Kaloo, M. Cooper, and T. V. Nguyen, “Laparoscopic entry: a literature review
and analysis of techniques and complications of primary port entry,” Aust N Z J Obstet
Gynaecol, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 246–254, Aug. 2002, doi: 10.1111/j.0004-8666.2002.00246.x.
[95] F. W. Jansen, W. Kolkman, E. A. Bakkum, C. D. de Kroon, T. C. M. Trimbos-Kemper, and J. B.
Trimbos, “Complications of laparoscopy: An inquiry about closed- versus open-entry
technique,” American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology, vol. 190, no. 3, pp. 634–638,
Mar. 2004, doi: 10.1016/j.ajog.2003.09.035.
[96] A. J. Penfield, “How to prevent complications of open laparoscopy,” J Reprod Med, vol. 30,
no. 9, pp. 660–663, Sep. 1985.
[97] G. Ciravolo, P. Donarini, F. Rampinelli, C. Visenzi, and F. Odicino, “Laparoscopic Access with
Optical Gasless Trocar: A Single-center Experience of 7431 Procedures,” J Minim Invasive
Gynecol, vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 535–540, Feb. 2020, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2019.03.025.
[98] A. M. Ternamian and M. Deitel, “Endoscopic threaded imaging port (EndoTIP) for
laparoscopy: experience with different body weights,” Obes Surg, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 44–47,
Feb. 1999, doi: 10.1381/096089299765553746.
[99] J. A. Brown, D. Canal, and C. P. Sundaram, “Optical-access visual obturator trocar entry into
desufflated abdomen during laparoscopy: assessment after 96 cases,” J Endourol, vol. 19,
no. 7, pp. 853–855, Sep. 2005, doi: 10.1089/end.2005.19.853.
[100] M. Catarci, M. Carlini, P. Gentileschi, and E. Santoro, “Major and minor injuries during
the creation of pneumoperitoneum. A multicenter study on 12,919 cases,” Surg Endosc, vol.
15, no. 6, pp. 566–569, Jun. 2001, doi: 10.1007/s004640000381.
[101] J. B. McKernan and C. R. Finley, “Experience with optical trocar in performing
laparoscopic procedures,” Surg Laparosc Endosc Percutan Tech, vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 96–99,
Apr. 2002, doi: 10.1097/00129689-200204000-00004.
[102] A. String, E. Berber, A. Foroutani, J. R. Macho, J. M. Pearl, and A. E. Siperstein, “Use of
the optical access trocar for safe and rapid entry in various laparoscopic procedures,” Surg
Endosc, vol. 15, no. 6, pp. 570–573, Jun. 2001, doi: 10.1007/s004640080056.
[103] B. R. Berch, A. Torquati, R. E. Lutfi, and W. O. Richards, “Experience with the optical
access trocar for safe and rapid entry in the performance of laparoscopic gastric bypass,”
Surg Endosc, vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 1238–1241, Aug. 2006, doi: 10.1007/s00464-005-0188-4.
[104] L. Mettler, M. Ibrahim, V. Q. Vinh, and W. Jonat, “Clinical experience with an optical
access trocar in gynecological laparoscopy-pelviscopy,” JSLS, vol. 1, no. 4, pp. 315–318, Dec.
1997.
[105] L. Angelini, M. M. Lirici, V. Papaspyropoulos, and F. L. Sossi, “Combination of
subcutaneous abdominal wall retraction and optical trocar to minimize
pneumoperitoneum-related effects and needle and trocar injuries in laparoscopic surgery,”
Surg Endosc, vol. 11, no. 10, pp. 1006–1009, Oct. 1997, doi: 10.1007/s004649900512.
[106] S. Jirecek, M. Dräger, H. Leitich, F. Nagele, and R. Wenzl, “Direct visual or blind insertion
of the primary trocar,” Surg Endosc, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 626–629, Apr. 2002, doi:
10.1007/s00464-001-9089-3.

66
[107] D. J. Swank, H. J. Bonjer, and J. Jeekel, “Safe laparoscopic adhesiolysis with optical
access trocar and ultrasonic dissection. A prospective study,” Surg Endosc, vol. 16, no. 12,
pp. 1796–1801, Dec. 2002, doi: 10.1007/s00464-002-9021-5.
[108] R. Marcovich, M. A. Del Terzo, and J. S. Wolf, “Comparison of transperitoneal
laparoscopic access techniques: Optiview visualizing trocar and Veress needle,” J Endourol,
vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 175–179, Mar. 2000, doi: 10.1089/end.2000.14.175.
[109] R. Lombezzi, R. Galleano, L. Lucarini, and F. Falchero, “New technique for optical control
of the first trocar insertion,” Minerva Chir, vol. 57, no. 4, pp. 527–529, Aug. 2002.
[110] M. A. Thomas et al., “Optical access trocar injuries in urological laparoscopic surgery,” J
Urol, vol. 170, no. 1, pp. 61–63, Jul. 2003, doi: 10.1097/01.ju.0000067622.28886.75.
[111] B. Sarani, G. L. Shapiro, J. J. Geracci, and E. R. Smith, “Initial Care of Blast Injury: TCCC
and TECC,” in Managing Dismounted Complex Blast Injuries in Military & Civilian Settings:
Guidelines and Principles, J. M. Galante, M. J. Martin, C. J. Rodriguez, and W. T. Gordon, Eds.
Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2018, pp. 15–27.
[112] Department of the Airforce, “AFSCs 4N0X1X Aerospace Medical Service Career Field
Education and Training Plan.” Jun. 25, 2014, Accessed: Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[113] Copnfressional Research Service, “American War and Military Operations Casualties:
Lists and Statistics.” Jul. 29, 2020, Accessed: Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[114] “Army Regulation 600-9 The Army Body Composition Program.” Washington, DC:
Headquaters, Department of the Army, Jul. 16, 2019, Accessed: Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[115] “AIR FORCE INSTRUCTION 36-2905.” Department of the Air Force, Oct. 21, 2013,
Accessed: Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[116] U.S.Department of Homeland Security, United States Coast Gaurd, “Coast Gaurd Weight
and Body Fat Standards Program Manual.” Jun. 2017, Accessed: Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[117] Commandant of the Marine Corps, “MARINE CORPS ORDER 6110.3A CH-1 AND ADMIN
CH.” Department of the Navy, Apr. 16, 2019, Accessed: Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[118] CNO Washington DC, “NAVADMIN 178/15.” Department of the Navy, Aug 15, Accessed:
Jan. 16, 2021. [Online].
[119] B. Teoh, R. Sen, and J. Abbott, “An evaluation of four tests used to ascertain Veres
needle placement at closed laparoscopy,” Journal of Minimally Invasive Gynecology, vol. 12,
no. 2, pp. 153–158, Apr. 2005, doi: 10.1016/j.jmig.2005.01.011.
[120] O. C. de Azevedo, J. L. M. C. Azevedo, A. A. Sorbello, G. P. S. Miguel, J. L. Wilson Junior,
and A. C. de Godoy, “Evaluation of tests performed to confirm the position of the Veress
needle for creation of pneumoperitoneum in selected patients: a prospective clinical trial,”
Acta Cirúrgica Brasileira, vol. 21, no. 6, pp. 385–391, Dec. 2006, doi: 10.1590/S010286502006000600006.
[121] R. E. Reynolds, B. P. Wankum, S. J. Crimmins, M. A. Carlson, and B. S. Terry,
“Preperitoneal insufflation pressure of the abdominal wall in a porcine model,” Surg Endosc,
Jan. 2021, doi: 10.1007/s00464-020-08275-z.
[122] A. Sakamoto et al., “Initial closed trocar entry for laparoscopic surgery: Technique,
umbilical cosmesis, and patient satisfaction,” Gynecology and Minimally Invasive Therapy,
vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 167–172, Nov. 2017, doi: 10.1016/j.gmit.2017.04.001.
[123] S. D. Pickett, K. J. Rodewald, M. R. Billow, N. M. Giannios, and W. W. Hurd, “Avoiding
Major Vessel Injury During Laparoscopic Instrument Insertion,” Obstetrics and Gynecology
Clinics of North America, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 387–397, Sep. 2010, doi:
10.1016/j.ogc.2010.05.002.

67
[124] M. van der Voort, E. a. M. Heijnsdijk, and D. J. Gouma, “Bowel injury as a complication of
laparoscopy,” BJS (British Journal of Surgery), vol. 91, no. 10, pp. 1253–1258, 2004, doi:
10.1002/bjs.4716.
[125] H.-C. Teng, H.-M. Yeh, S.-M. Wang, and N. Ji, “Massive Carbon Dioxide Embolism During
Pneumoperitoneum for Laparoscopic Adrenalectomy: A Case Report,” 2017, doi:
10.15761/GIMCI.1000134.
[126] S. A. Antoniou, R. Pointner, and F. A. Granderath, “Single-incision laparoscopic
cholecystectomy: a systematic review,” Surg Endosc, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 367–377, Feb. 2011,
doi: 10.1007/s00464-010-1217-5.
[127] A. Toro, M. Mannino, G. Cappello, A. Di Stefano, and I. Di Carlo, “Comparison of Two
Entry Methods for Laparoscopic Port Entry: Technical Point of View,” Diagn Ther Endosc,
vol. 2012, 2012, doi: 10.1155/2012/305428.
[128] I. Alkatout, L. Mettler, N. Maass, G.-K. Noé, and M. Elessawy, “Abdominal anatomy in
the context of port placement and trocars,” J Turk Ger Gynecol Assoc, vol. 16, no. 4, pp.
241–251, Nov. 2015, doi: 10.5152/jtgga.2015.0148.
[129] D. E. Ott, “Abdominal Compliance and Laparoscopy: A Review,” JSLS, vol. 23, no. 1, 2019,
doi: 10.4293/JSLS.2018.00080.
[130] National Research Council (US) Committee for the Update of the Guide for the Care and
Use of Laboratory Animals, Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, 8th ed.
Washington (DC): National Academies Press (US), 2011.
[131] “Home,” AAALAC. https://www.aaalac.org/ (accessed May 05, 2020).
[132] “Home | OLAW.” https://olaw.nih.gov/ (accessed May 05, 2020).
[133] “Plymouth Ag Group - Feeding the world, one pig at a time,” Plymouth Ag Group.
https://pagpork.farm/ (accessed May 05, 2020).
[134] K. B. Glass, C. M. Tarnay, and M. G. Munro, “Intraabdominal Pressure and Incision
Parameters Associated with a Pyramidal Laparoscopic Trocar-Cannula System and the
EndoTIP Cannula,” The Journal of the American Association of Gynecologic Laparoscopists,
vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 508–513, Nov. 2002, doi: 10.1016/S1074-3804(05)60528-2.
[135] M. A. Steffey, “Laparoscopic-Assisted Surgical Procedures,” Veterinary Clinics of North
America: Small Animal Practice, vol. 46, no. 1, pp. 45–61, Jan. 2016, doi:
10.1016/j.cvsm.2015.07.002.
[136] K.-G. Huang and C.-L. Lee, “Lee–Huang point 20 years on,” Gynecology and Minimally
Invasive Therapy, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 103–104, Nov. 2013, doi: 10.1016/j.gmit.2013.08.001.
[137] A. Javed, B. D. Shashikiran, P. S. Aravinda, and A. K. Agarwal, “Laparoscopic versus open
surgery for the management of post-cholecystectomy benign biliary strictures,” Surg
Endosc, Mar. 2020, doi: 10.1007/s00464-020-07496-6.
[138] J. Morton et al., “Preclinical evaluation of the versius surgical system, a new robotassisted surgical device for use in minimal access general and colorectal procedures,” Surg
Endosc, May 2020, doi: 10.1007/s00464-020-07622-4.
[139] 14:00-17:00, “ISO 10555-1:2013,” ISO.
https://www.iso.org/cms/render/live/en/sites/isoorg/contents/data/standard/05/48/5488
4.html (accessed Jan. 25, 2021).

